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ABSTRACT 
It is important to understand the factors that influence the career decisions of 
Iowa’s special education professionals in order to address persistent shortages of special 
educators. This study investigated the perceptions of teachers toward teacher retention. 
Two hundred & seventy three current and former special education teachers in Iowa 
participated in the study. The Special Education Teacher Retention Survey was used to 
collect data. Teachers were asked to rate the importance and frequency of five retention 
factors. The educators’ motivations for becoming special education professionals were 
also assessed, alongside their job satisfaction and burnout levels. Reasons for leaving the 
field were obtained from former special education teachers. 
Teachers perceived that retention factors were important, with mean importance 
scores ranging from above average to high. Teachers believed that retention factors were 
occurring somewhat frequently, with mean frequency scores ranging from low to high. 
Teachers’ ratings of importance of retention factors were significantly higher than ratings 
of frequency factors, indicating that a disparity existed between the retention factors 
teachers value and the actualization of those factors.  
Former special education teachers (Transfers) generally perceived that retention 
factors were more important to them than current special education teachers (Stayers). 
Conversely, retention factors were believed to be occurring more frequently for current 
special education teachers than for Transfers. Thus former special education teachers 
valued retention factors but perceived that these factors were not occurring as frequently 
as desired. This finding was supported by the reasons that the Transfer teachers gave for 
transferring to general education especially with regard to the factor of school support. 
  
viii
As a whole the teachers in this sample were committed to teaching special 
education, they were motivated to become special educators due to intrinsic reasons, 
majority of them indicated high overall job satisfaction, and majority were certified to 
teach special education. However, Stayers and Transfers varied in some of their 
demographic characteristics, with Stayers being older, having more teaching experience, 
and more of the Stayers being fully endorsed to teach special education compared to 
Transfer teachers. Implications of these findings and recommendations for policies 
related to special education teachers are discussed.  
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION  
Statement of the Problem 
The need to retain special education teachers has been well documented in the 
literature. Emphasis on retention has been raised since there remains a persistent shortage of 
special education teachers. Along with the concerns about the numerical shortage of teachers 
are the concerns about teacher quality, as administrators are more likely to hire less qualified 
applicants as the shortages worsen (SPeNSE, 2002). This teacher shortage has arisen 
primarily due to three main reasons: The lack of enough teachers joining the field, attrition of 
teachers, and higher demands for teachers due to the increasing population of students with 
disabilities (McLeskey, Tyler, & Flippin, 2004). Most researchers have focused their work on 
studying and addressing teacher attrition.  
Strategies to address the special education teacher shortage include recruitment of 
new teachers and retention of existing teachers. Teachers who have left the field have also 
been considered a viable pool of recruits (Singer, 1993). Even though recruitment is one 
strategy to increase the numbers of special education teachers, efforts to retain teachers are 
preferred. Recruitment is also expensive and time consuming. This study focused primarily 
on retention, as advocated by Gersten, Keating, Yovanoff, and Harniss, (2001) whose 
research concluded that it is better to focus on retention than on recruitment of teachers. In 
addition, the reasons for teacher attrition to general education were investigated. 
National interest in addressing the special education teacher shortage is evident in the 
creation of two main research groups both of which are federally funded by the Office of 
Special Education Programs of the U. S. Department of Education. The Study of Personnel 
Needs in Special Education (SPeNSE) was designed to address concerns about nationwide 
  
2
shortages in the number of personnel serving students with disabilities and the need for 
improvement in the qualifications of those employed (SPeNSE, 2007). Its focus is on the 
recruitment and retention of high quality teachers. The research group has disseminated 
several landmark research papers, including recommendations on retention strategies to be 
followed to stem the problem of special education teacher shortage. Another project on 
special education staff is the Center on Personnel Studies in Special Education (COPSSE), a 
partnership between the University of Florida and Johns Hopkins University which uses 
insights from research to address special education personnel issues (COPSSE, 2007).  
However, there appears to be a lack of follow-up to see whether the retention 
strategies researchers have recommended to reduce attrition are being employed. There is a 
strong possibility that there is a mismatch or discrepancy between teachers’ expectations 
regarding retention and the reality of their work settings. The researcher hypothesized that for 
some teachers, the discrepancy between the existence of retention factors they value (the 
ideal) and the lack of these factors (the reality) may be so great that they choose to leave the 
field of special education to go into general education.  
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to investigate some of the factors that influence the 
career decisions of special education teachers in Iowa. Mani (1989) identified six important 
factors that contribute to retention: School support, teacher expectations, consumer factors, 
commitment, job satisfaction, and job responsibilities. Beyond confirming the importance of 
these retention factors to special education teachers, the present study was also designed to 
assess the frequency of these retention factors, particularly whether retention strategies that 
teachers value are being implemented. A third objective was to investigate if there is a 
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discrepancy between the retention factors that teachers value and the retention factors that 
occur. This study also sought to compare the perceptions of two groups of special education 
teachers: Those who continued teaching special education and those who transferred to teach 
general education.  
Significance of the Study 
Like other states in the nation, Iowa has been experiencing a shortage of teachers in 
several teaching fields, in both regular education and special education. Based on a need to 
address the special education teacher shortage in Iowa, Lynch, Accola, and Dykstra (2004) 
recommended determining the factors that increase retention and recruitment of special 
education teachers. One strategy to address this shortage is to keep current special education 
teachers from leaving. This study therefore focused on identifying factors that special 
education teachers perceive as most important to them. Despite research findings regarding 
retention strategies to reduce these shortages, there is little research focusing on the extent to 
which retention strategies are in place. This study therefore sought to focus not only on 
determining important retention factors but the frequency of these factors.  
Obtaining this information from teachers themselves was vital as they are the ones 
who live the day to day life of a special education teacher. Obtaining feedback from both 
current special education teachers and former special education teachers should help identify 
factors contributing to retention that need to be emphasized. By comparing responses from 
current and former teachers, the investigator hoped to establish the types of retention factors 
that are important to both groups of teachers.  
It was important to gather data from special education teachers who had transferred to 
general education. These teachers have experience in special education and should provide 
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valuable information about what they consider important in teacher retention efforts. 
Researchers such as McLeskey et al. (2004) stress the importance of finding out why so 
many teachers transfer out of special education, and what can be done to keep teachers in 
special education. Surveying both former and current special education teachers was 
therefore instrumental in obtaining diverse perceptions regarding the retention of special 
education teachers. 
Knowledge of the factors that contribute to the retention of special education teachers 
in Iowa is of interest to administrators, principals, universities which prepare teachers, policy 
makers and the teachers themselves. Before retention strategies are implemented, there is a 
need to know which retention factors teachers value the most, which of these already exist or 
are in place, which are effective, and which need greater attention.  
Definitions 
Retention refers to remaining in the profession of special education as a special 
education teacher. Attrition refers to exiting the profession of special education due to career 
changes, resigning, retirement, and attending to family obligations, among other reasons. The 
following more specific operational definitions are based on the Iowa Department of 
Education definitions. A stayer is a teacher holding a special education position one year 
(2003-2004) who remains in that position the following year (2004-2005).  A new teacher is 
one who does not hold a special education position in one year (2003-2004) who holds a 
special education position the following year (2004-2005).  There are three types of leavers: 
1) A special education teacher who leaves the teaching profession entirely (retires, leaves the 
state of Iowa, quits). 2) A transfer/mover is a teacher holding a special education position 
one year who Transfers into general education the following year. 3) A teacher holding a 
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special education position in one year who leaves teaching and transfers into a different 
position (e.g. administrative) within the field the following year. Perception refers to insight, 
discernment, or awareness.  
Research Questions 
The research questions that guided this study were: 1) What do current and former 
special education teachers identify as the most important retention factors?  2) What do 
current and former special education teachers identify as the most frequently occurring 
retention factors?  3) Is there a significant discrepancy between what special education 
teachers expect and what they actually experience in their job setting? 4) Do current and 
former special education teachers differ significantly in how they rate the importance and 
frequency of retention factors?  
  
6
CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter is a review of factors that influence the career decisions of special 
education teachers. To place the study in context, the review begins with an overview of 
teacher attrition in general, followed by a review of special education teacher attrition, and a 
look at where special education teachers go once they leave the profession. The chapter then 
presents a review of the conceptual models on teacher attrition and retention, followed by a 
focus on special education teacher attrition and retention in Iowa.  
Teacher Attrition 
In any given profession, some people are likely to desire changes or to seek 
promotions, leading them to leave their profession in search of another one. Some people 
realize that their current profession does not suit them, and they leave the profession. Other 
people take a break from work and return to school full-time. Such a change may be 
necessitated by the need for professional advancement or to embark on a different career path 
altogether. Whereas some people love their jobs, increasing work challenges and demands 
over time create stress and frustration, and lead them to quit their jobs. Termination of work 
may also be due to external circumstances beyond employees’ control such as staff being laid 
off. Personal and family factors also influence career decisions. 
Researchers have investigated reasons behind teacher attrition. Provasnik and 
Dorfman (2005) examined the teacher workforce and the movement of teachers into and out 
of this workforce. One focus of their research was to examine the reasons teachers give for 
leaving or transferring. They utilized national data on public and private school teachers 
obtained from two surveys sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center 
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for Education Statistics (NCES): The 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) and 
the related 2000-01 Teacher Follow-up Survey (TFS).  
According to Provasnik and Dorfman (2005) teachers who left teaching at the end of 
1999-2000 identified the following factors as the most important reasons for leaving: 
Retirement (20 %), family issues (16 %), pregnancy/child rearing (14 %), wanting a better 
salary and benefits (14 %), and wanting to pursue a different kind of career (13 %). They also 
found that not all teachers who leave the workforce do so permanently, as about a quarter of 
newly hired teachers in 1999-2000 (4 out of 17 percent) were returning teachers.  
In the 2000-01 TFS, teachers were asked how satisfied they were with various 
features of the schools they left. Both teachers who left teaching and teachers who transferred 
at the end of 1999-2000 reported a lack of planning time, too heavy a workload, too low a 
salary, and problematic student behavior among the top five sources of dissatisfaction with 
the school they left (Provasnik & Dorfman, 2005).  
Researchers have identified specific variables that contribute to teacher attrition. 
McLeskey et al. (2004) summarized the research into nine variables as shown in Table 1. The 
list of variables portrays the diverse and numerous factors that have to be considered when 
addressing teacher attrition.  
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Table 1. Variables that contribute to teacher attrition 
Variable Explanation 
Employability Teachers with more employment opportunities outside of teaching 
are more likely to depart. 
Personal decisions Teachers depart for reasons unrelated to work, such as health 
considerations, pregnancy, and moves to another city or state. 
Level of education 
and certification 
status 
Teachers who are better prepared to teach are less likely to depart 
teaching. 
Salary Teachers in higher paying jobs are more likely to stay in teaching. 
Mentoring Teachers who have high-quality mentoring programs when they 
enter teaching are less likely to depart. 
Decision-making 
power 
Teachers who are involved in decision making in their school are 
less likely to depart. 
Administrative 
support 
Teachers who have strong administrative support are less likely to 
depart. 
School climate Teachers who work in a more collaborative, supportive school 
climate are less likely to depart. 
Job design Teachers whose jobs involve limited paperwork, provide a 
reasonable caseload, provide resources to support students (e.g., 
paraprofessionals), and/or provide time for collaboration and 
curriculum development are less likely to depart. 
 
Source: McLeskey, Tyler, and Flippin (2004, p. 12) 
Special Education Teacher Attrition 
The shortage of special educators has been described as severe and chronic 
(McLeskey et al., 2004). Evidence regarding the shortage has been reported for several years. 
According to SPeNSE (2002) 12, 241 special education teaching positions were left vacant or 
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filled by a substitute teacher at the end of 1999 because a suitable candidate could not be 
found. In 2003, the US Department indicated that 47, 532 special education teachers lacked 
appropriate special education certification during the 2000-2001 school year (Billingsley, 
2004a). 
Shortages of special education teachers are of concern due to their impact on both the 
quantity and quality of teachers. Lack of highly qualified teachers means that students with 
disabilities may not be adequately served, which could result in poor educational outcomes. 
A shortage of teachers sometimes leads administrators to hire less qualified teachers, and this 
may be the case more often with beginning teachers who are more likely to lack certification 
than teachers with years of teaching experience. Billingsley (2004a) stated that “The hiring of 
unqualified special educators is especially costly for students with disabilities- those who 
need the most assistance lose critical learning opportunities as these new teachers struggle to 
figure out what  to do” (p.370). In other cases teacher shortages result in teachers having 
higher caseloads than mandated.  Unmanageable caseloads may negatively impact both the 
teachers and students. 
The concern over special education teacher shortages has resulted in several research 
studies been conducted. Billingsley (2004b) evaluated twenty research studies focusing on 
retention and/or attrition that had been conducted since 1992. These studies comprised 
samples of teachers at the national, state, and school district level. The studies employed 
diverse methodologies including telephone interviews, mailed questionnaires, and survey 
instruments. She reported that these studies were more comprehensive than earlier 
exploratory studies, and that “they included important variables not investigated in earlier 
special education studies such as school climate, mentoring, manageability of work, self-
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efficacy and comparisons between general and special educators” (p. 51). However, she 
critiqued these studies in terms of their definitions of attrition, conceptual models, samples, 
and methodologies. 
One of the questions that researchers have sought to answer is why the teacher 
shortages occur in the first place. In 2000 the Study of Personnel Needs in Special Education 
(SPeNSE) conducted computer-assisted telephone interviews with a nationally representative 
sample of local administrators (n = 358) and over 8000 special and regular education 
teachers, and other service providers. The study was designed to describe the quality of 
personnel serving students with disabilities and factors associated with workforce quality. 
Administrators reported the shortage of qualified applicants as the greatest barrier to 
recruitment, followed by insufficient salary and benefits, and geographic location of the 
school (SPeNSE, 2002).   
Special education teachers differ from general education teachers in terms of their 
reasons for attrition. Levine (2001) noted that special educators may leave the field for some 
of the same reasons as general educators, but the unique roles and responsibilities of their job 
add several other factors to be considered. She described the unique work conditions of 
special education teachers as including being case managers for 20 students or more 
depending on the type of disability, being flexible and knowledgeable about the use of 
teaching strategies and service delivery models, maintaining lesson plans and regular school 
work, managing the paper work required for students’ eligibility reports, IEPs, and progress 
reports to parents within federally mandated timelines (Levine, 2001). Furthermore, new 
federal rules and regulations, such as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) demand more of 
teachers and schools in general. 
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The U. S. Department of Labor (2004) described the working conditions of special 
education as follows: 
Special education teachers enjoy the challenge of working with students with 
disabilities and the opportunity to establish meaningful relationships with them. 
Although helping these students can be rewarding, the work can also be emotionally 
and physically draining. Many special education teachers are under considerable 
stress due to heavy workloads and administrative tasks. They must produce a 
substantial amount of paperwork and they work under the threat of litigation by 
students’ parents if the parents feel that their child is not receiving an adequate 
education. The physical and emotional demands of the job cause some special 
education teachers to leave the occupation. (p3) 
 
Levine (2001) surveyed 279 current and former special education teachers in Cobb 
County, Georgia. The survey collected information related to why teachers leave special 
education in Cobb County. Her study focused on five populations of special education 
teachers: 1) Those currently teaching in the Cobb County schools (“Stayers”), 2) those 
continuing to teach in Cobb County schools but who had transferred to general education 
(“switchers”), 3) those who left Cobb Country schools but continued to teach special 
education (“movers”), 4) those who left Cobb County schools and were no longer teaching in 
the area of special education (“leavers”), and 5) those who had retired from Cobb County 
schools and were no longer in the teaching field (“retirees”). As shown in Table 2, special 
education teachers in this study were most likely to leave due to excessive paperwork and the 
stress from demands of work, followed by inadequate planning time, class or caseload size, 
and the lack of administrative support.  
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Table 2. Influence of issues on decision to leave position  
# Item         N Mean  SD 
 
 1. Excessive paperwork      271 3.26  1.00 
 2. Stress from demands of the job     271 3.25  1.03 
 3. Inadequate planning time      270 2.93  1.08 
 4. Class size/caseload size      272 2.91  1.09 
 5. Lack of administrative support and guidance   272 2.83  1.13 
 6. Demands associated with IDEA compliance   270 2.43  1.12 
 7. Wide diversity of student needs     271 2.39  1.13 
 8. Lack of administrative knowledge of special education  272 2.36  1.08 
 9. Lack of parent and/or community support   271 2.36  1.06 
10. Limited opportunities to provide input    271 2.32  1.05 
11. Lack of collegial support      271 2.31  1.07 
12. Inadequate preparation or staff development   270 2.08  0.98 
 
Source: Levine (2001) 
 
Levine found that the dominant reason for leaving the field was paperwork, and 
added that documentation had replaced teaching as the primary activity of a special educator, 
and it continued to drive good teachers away from serving the needs of students with 
disabilities. One of her findings was that Stayers were almost all certified in special 
education, whereas switchers (those who transferred to general education teaching) had the 
largest percentage of teachers with general education certification, suggesting that as special 
education teachers in Georgia gain general education credentials they are more likely at some 
point to move to general education (Levine, 2001). In Iowa, virtually all teachers are required 
to have general education licenses in order to get a special education endorsement. 
Where Special Education Teachers Go after Leaving the Profession 
When special education teachers leave the profession, they take different paths: They 
retire (Brownell, Smith, McNellis, & Miller, 1997), they transfer to general education 
(Billingsley & Cross, 1992; Boe, Bobbitt, & Cook, 1997), they take positions in other areas 
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of education such as non-administrative positions, administrative positions, district level 
specialist positions, or substitute teaching positions (Brownell et al., 1997), or they leave the 
field of teaching entirely. Fortunately, some special education teachers leave only 
temporarily and then return to teaching special education (Singer, 1993). Approximately half 
of teacher turnover in general and special education can be attributed to the transfer of 
teachers between schools (Provasnik & Dorfman, 2005). Thus, one school’s loss is another 
school’s gain. This implies that schools can replace teachers who leave with teachers who 
have already been teaching and therefore have experience.  
Attrition to General Education 
According to COPSSE (2004), general education teachers who hold both general and 
special education certification are not likely to transfer to special education. Whereas the 
proportion of general education teachers who transfer to take teaching positions in special 
education is low, the proportion of special education teachers leaving the field to become 
general education teachers is high. Billingsley (1993) noted that the group of teachers who 
transfer to general education teaching are of concern since they reflect a loss to the special 
education teaching force. Billingsley and Cross (1991) investigated the variables that 
influence teachers’ commitment and job satisfaction among both general and special 
educators. They sent questionnaires to a random sample of 558 special educators and 589 
general educators in Virginia. Findings from their study indicated that special education 
teachers who transfer to general education are concerned by lack of administrative support, 
excessive paperwork, and student factors such as lack of progress made by students. 
Researchers have concluded that it may be difficult to retain these teachers in special 
education unless teaching conditions are improved (McLeskey et al., 2004) or efforts are 
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made to make special education teaching more appealing through strategies such as 
increasing resources, improving the qualifications of special education teachers through 
professional development, and increasing salaries (Boe et al., 1997). 
Conceptual Models 
There are two models that describe the factors influencing special education career 
decisions. According to Billingsley (2004b), Brownell and Smith (1993) adapted 
Brofenbrenners’model that focuses on four systems that are interrelated: The microsystem is 
the teacher’s immediate setting and the interactions that occur as a result of student and 
teacher characteristics; the mesosystem are the interrelationships among several variables in 
the workplace such as collegiality and administrative support; the ecosystem involves formal 
and informal social structures, including the socioeconomic level of a community; and the 
macrosystem are the cultural beliefs and idealogies of the dominant culture, as well as 
economic conditions that affect schools and teachers’ career decisions.  
Billingsley (1993) employed a model that included three categories: External factors, 
employment factors, and personal factors. External factors include economic, societal and 
institutional factors that are external to the teacher and the employing district and are 
hypothesized to have primarily an indirect effect on teacher’s career decisions. Employment 
factors include professional qualifications; work conditions and rewards; and commitment to 
school, district, teaching field, and teaching profession. Personal factors include variables 
outside of employment that may directly or indirectly influence career decisions, such as life 
circumstances and priorities. 
Billingsley (2004b) further synthesized the above conceptual models into four main 
areas: A) Teacher characteristics and personal factors, B) teacher qualifications, C) work 
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environment factors, D) and affective reactions to work. Each of these factors will be 
highlighted in this review. Previous research has focused on work-related factors and teacher 
characteristics. The following are the key factors identified in the literature that influence 
teachers’ decisions to remain in the field of special education. 
Teacher Characteristics  
These can be further divided into personal and professional characteristics. Among 
personal factors, researchers have investigated whether the following personal factors are 
related to special education teacher retention: Personal finances and perceived opportunities, 
family responsibilities, spousal transfer, and the ability to develop stress coping strategies. 
Several researchers have established that age is the only demographic variable that is 
consistently a significant predictor of teacher retention and attrition (Billingsley, 2004b; 
Singer, 1992). Younger teachers are more likely to leave than mature teachers, suggesting 
that age is an important factor in retention. Teachers who stay are likely more mature than 
those who leave the field. However, Billingsley (2004b) noted that the variable of age should 
be controlled as more teachers are now entering the profession as a second career, and are 
therefore older, compared with those who joined the profession directly from college in the 
past. The following factors related to teacher professional characteristics will be reviewed: 
Teacher qualifications, certification, and teacher preparation.  
Teacher Qualifications and Certification 
This issue of teacher quality has not received as much attention in research, and there 
have been inconsistencies regarding the influence of certification on retention According to 
Cochran-Smith and Zeichner (2005) and Provasnik and Dorfman (2005), research has found 
that training and certification in the field they teach is a better predictor of student 
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achievement than the teaching experience that teachers have. Provasnik and Dorfman (2005) 
note that:  
Although teachers’ academic degrees and their average years of experience have been 
traditional indicators of the qualifications of the teacher workforce, research has not 
found that the highest degree attained by teachers to be a good predictor of gains in 
student achievement… Research has consistently found that brand-new teachers 
make “important gains in teaching quality in the first year and smaller gains over the 
next few career years”; however, there is not a consistent linear relationship between 
years of teaching experience and student achievement after the initial three years of 
teaching…. (p. 5) 
 
McLeskey et al. (2004) add that “the primary indicator of quality for entering teachers 
is full certification in the area of the primary teaching assignment” (p.14). Research findings 
indicate the need to ensure that teachers are certified in the areas they teach. This is a 
challenge, given the urgent need to recruit teachers to address shortages. As a result, districts 
sometimes hire uncertified teachers to fill special education teaching positions, with the 
intention of teachers getting certified while on the job. Besides certification and experience, 
other indicators of teacher quality that have been assessed include scores on standardized 
tests or teacher exams, self-efficacy, professional activities, and classroom practices 
(SPeNSE, 2002). However these indicators have received limited research in the field of 
special education as compared to general education. 
Teacher Preparation 
Mani (1989) investigated the factors contributing to retention of special education 
teachers. She surveyed 64 special education administrators, 63 building principals, 127 
special education teachers, 61 regular education teachers, and 57 special education teachers 
in preparation in Colorado. Adequate preparation in special education was rated as one of the 
top ten items contributing to the retention of special education teachers. Similarly, Edgar and 
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Pair (2005) highlighted the importance of teacher education programs. They followed up 
seven cohorts of special education teacher certification graduates from the University of 
Washington. Telephone interviews were conducted to probe possible reasons why the 140 
graduates left teaching positions. Edgar and Pair were surprised to find lower attrition rates 
than reported in the literature. They noted that “Seventy eight percent of the graduates were 
teaching in special education and another 7% were in education related positions but not 
teaching” (p. 167). They related this finding to previous research that found that graduates 
from five year programs, such as the University of Washington’s five year master’s program, 
had higher retention rates than those from four year programs. One of the study’s conclusions 
was that personnel preparation programs need to recruit strong students (bright, motivated) 
who are then well prepared for the classrooms and students they will serve. Billingsley, 
(2004b) argued that there is a lack of data to support a relationship between teacher quality 
and retention in special education. She recommended a further look into the relationship 
between teacher preparation and retention in special education.  
Work Factors 
Researchers have focused most of their attention on teachers’ work factors, as these 
are the ones most likely to be changed compared to other retention factors (teacher 
characteristics, personal factors). In addition, work factors have been identified as 
contributing most to special education teacher attrition. In a national survey of over 1,000 
special education teachers, the Council of Exceptional Children (CEC) concluded that poor 
working conditions contribute to the high rate of special educators leaving the field, teacher 
burnout, and substandard quality of education for students with special needs (CEC, 1998). 
Work environment factors associated with staying include higher salaries, a positive school 
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climate, adequate support systems (particularly principal and central office support), 
opportunities for professional development, and reasonable role demands (Billingsley, 
2004b). The following is a review of specific work factors that have been found to be 
important in promoting teacher retention: Job design, administrator support, mentoring, and 
type of assignment. An overview of caseload is also included. 
Job Design 
Job design is one of the most crucial work-related factors. The term ‘job design’ has 
been used to describe the job responsibilities of a special education teacher, or the way the 
job is structured. Billingsley (2004a) summarized and described four types of role problems: 
Role ambiguity (necessary information is unavailable for a given profession), role conflict 
(inconsistent behaviors are expected from an individual), role dissonance (teachers’ own role 
expectations differ from the expectations of others, and role overload (having more to do that 
is reasonable). COPSSE (2004) listed the following job design problems that can arise for 
special educators: Lack of time for planning, paperwork burdens, coordinating with 
classroom teachers, and complexity of scheduling students. According to Gersten, Keating, 
Yovanoff, and Harniss (2001) a poorly designed job can affect teachers in negative ways, 
leading to withdrawal from involvement in the job and eventual decisions to leave the 
position or the field. Gersten et al. (2001) sent the ‘Working in Special Education’ 
questionnaire to all 887 special education teachers in three large urban districts in the 
Western part of the United States. The questionnaire addressed teachers’ perceptions of 
various aspects of teacher characteristics, behavior, and working conditions. A leading 
negative factor on intent to stay in the profession was stress due to job design. However, 
perceived support by principals or other teachers in the school helped alleviate this stress. 
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Another finding was the importance of special education teachers learning on the job through 
their peers. Billingsley (2004a) asserted that “Intentional and thoughtful role design provides 
special educators with a clearer sense of purpose and, if conditions are supportive, allows 
teachers to direct their energies toward valued goals” (p.373). 
Support  
Teachers expect support from building administrators, special education 
administrators, fellow teachers, as well as parents. However, the type of support that teachers 
value the most support is administrative support. Lack of administrative support has 
consistently emerged as a top reason for teacher attrition in the special education profession. 
Administrative support may refer to support given to teachers by principals at the building 
level and by central office administrators at the district level. Researchers have been 
investigating the support that special educators value and expect from administrators. 
Balfour (2001) investigated whether the certification status of novice special 
education teachers impacted their support needs. In a nationwide study, she administered the 
‘Administrative Support Survey’ to 288 teachers in their first, second, or third year of 
teaching special education. Survey data were collected on four support areas: emotional, 
environmental, instructional, and technical support. Her study determined that the support the 
teachers expected from administrators exceeded the support they perceived they received 
from them, even though this difference was not statistically significant around the 
certification variable. One of her research questions was an open-ended question asking 
teachers “What is the best thing your current administrator has done to support you this 
year?” (p. 176). Emotional support and management of the workplace emerged as the types 
of support that would be the most appreciated by the novice teachers. In particular, “direct 
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feedback, being friendly and positive, availability, and decision making” were identified as 
commonly recurring themes under emotional support, while “provision, schedules/time and 
caseload” (p. 134) were identified under the environment dimension.  
Administrators face the challenge of how to retain teachers. Edgar and Pair (2005) 
argued that “The problem for building principals is how to keep good teachers in the 
building” (p.169). Principals and special education directors need to support both new and 
experienced teachers, whose needs might be different. Building principals can support 
special educators and increase retention by providing relevant professional development, 
helping special education teachers think through conflicts and confusions in the demands of 
their job, and engendering a school culture that encourages support from fellow teachers 
(Gersten et al., 2001). Fore III, Martin, and Bender (2002) analyzed the literature on special 
education teacher burnout and retention, and indicated the role of special education 
administrators and other administrators in addressing issues of burnout and teacher retention. 
Administrator roles would include proactive stress identification and effective plans to 
manage stress and hence enhance retention; a reduction in caseloads and class size; ensuring 
that teacher supports such as mentoring are in place; carefully defining teacher roles; 
reducing bureaucratic requirements; and making sure teachers have the resources needed to 
do their work and enhancing retention (Fore III et al., 2002). Edgar and Pair (2005) 
recommended two issues that are under the control of the building and district administrator: 
Providing administrative support and a helping teachers feel they belong to a school 
community. 
Given the importance of administrative support to teachers, administrators need to be 
knowledgeable about aspects of special education, so that they can help special education 
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teachers. Billingsley (2004a) proposed that principals need to develop a basic understanding 
of the aims of special education instruction and the challenges that special education teachers 
experience in order to foster teacher growth and retention. 
Mentoring 
Although new teachers may be optimistic and looking forward to teaching careers, 
some of the realities of the profession may impact their decisions of whether to stay in 
teaching. Billingsley (2004b) notes that new teachers who are given reasonable assignments, 
adequate feedback, and personal support are more likely to acquire the skills needed for a 
satisfying teaching career and to develop a greater commitment to teaching.  Thus, the 
researcher would presume that teachers who received adequate mentoring as novice teachers 
would feel more supported and would therefore want to stay in the field.  
According to Whitaker (1999) mentoring is crucial to the retention of teachers, as 
new teachers who are mentored are more likely to remain in the profession. Whitaker (1999) 
surveyed 156 first year teachers in South Carolina in order to determine what constituted an 
effective mentoring program and the impact of such programs on teachers’ plans to remain in 
special education. She found that retention was significantly correlated with overall 
mentoring effectiveness, but the effect size was small. Gersten et al. (2001) also 
recommended mentoring as a way to support beginning special education teachers. Whitaker 
(1999) made the following recommendations for effective mentoring to occur: 1) Presence of 
weekly, informal meetings between the special education teacher and the mentor, and 2) that 
the mentor be a special educator. 
However, Brownell, Smith, McNellis, and Lenk (1994-1995) did not support the 
finding that teachers with positive initial teaching experiences are more likely to remain in 
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the classroom. Despite the fact that they had a small sample of 14 current and 10 former 
special education teachers who they interviewed, the Brownell et al. (1994-1995) study is 
important in exploring in-depth the variables related to teacher attrition. One of their research 
questions focused on workplace conditions, specifically on integration into the workplace. In 
their study, leavers were more likely to describe their initial classroom experiences as 
positive. The researchers concluded: 
Perhaps the leavers’ idealistic perceptions prevented them from developing strategies 
and skills necessary for coping with the more demanding situations they would 
confront later in their careers. It may also have made them more unwilling to deal 
with unpleasant work conditions than those who stayed. (p. 94) 
 
Although half of the Stayers in their study described positive first year experiences, 
the other half viewed that first year in terms of problems they had learned to overcome. One 
14-year veteran teacher was quoted as saying that, “It was negative and positive in that I had 
to fight my way through. It was a real challenge for me and I realize that if anyone can do 
that, they can do anything” (Brownell et al., 1994-1995, p.94).  In terms of professional 
development, Stayers were more likely to assume at least some responsibility for their own 
professional development and to initiate actions to continue their own learning. Only Stayers 
discussed the importance of university training to their professional development 
(Billingsley, 2004b; Brownell et al., 1994-1995). 
Type of Assignment 
Singh and Billingsley (1996) sent questionnaires to 685 special educators in Virginia 
to determine variables that affected teachers’ intent to stay in education.  Their data revealed 
that teachers working with students in other areas of special education were more likely to 
stay in the field of special education than teachers of students with behavioral disorders. 
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Teachers of students with behavioral disorders attributed their likelihood of leaving the 
profession to stress. Within this decade, McLeskey et al. (2004) reported that the area of 
emotional disturbance/ behavioral disorders had the greatest teacher shortages nationally. 
Teacher Caseload 
Caseload has often been a concern for teachers, especially when teachers are assigned 
a large number of students . McLeskey et al. (2004) reported that “Available data do not 
provide a clear picture regarding the impact caseloads have had or will have on the demand 
for teachers over the next decade” (p 11). The variable of caseload demands more research. 
Affective Work Factors 
According to Billingsley (2004b) excessive and prolonged work problems lead to 
negative affective reactions, such as increased stress, lower job satisfaction, and reduced 
organizational and professional commitment. Figure 1 illustrates how affective work factors 
may eventually lead to teacher attrition. Each of these affective work factors is described in 
more detail below. 
 
Figure 1: The effect of work-related factors on attrition (adapted from Billingsley, 2004b) 
Stress 
Excessive and 
Prolonged Work 
Problems: 
Poor job design, lack 
of support, too many 
students, lack of 
resources, too much 
paperwork 
Negative Affective 
Reactions: 
Job dissatisfaction, 
increased stress, low 
levels of commitment 
Attrition: 
Leave the 
field 
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Stressful factors for teachers include the range of students’ needs and abilities, 
bureaucratic requirements, conflicting expectations, goals, and directives (Billingsley, 
2004b). Gersten et al. (2001) stated that there are certain job-related factors that could be 
manipulated to decrease the perception of stress on the part of special education teachers. 
These factors include the burden of paperwork, student needs, and disciplinary issues. Other 
strategies recommended to reduce stress include administrative and collegial support 
(Billingsley, 2004b). When Stayers were compared to Leavers, Stayers described using 
active coping strategies to manage stress (Brownell et al., 1994-1995). 
Job Satisfaction 
Job satisfaction has the greatest influence on teachers’ intent to stay in the field 
(Singh & Billingsley, 1996). Different work conditions influence job satisfaction 
(Billingsley, 2004; Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Gersten et al., 2001; Singh & Billingsley, 
1996). Maha (2004) investigated the factors that are related to job dissatisfaction and reasons 
for leaving the field of special education. She surveyed 257 teachers of students with learning 
disabilities in Saudi Arabia. The teachers were most likely to be dissatisfied with their job 
due to excessive paperwork, lack of parental and community support, and stress from the 
demands of the job. Some factors associated with increasing teacher job satisfaction are 
creating supportive relationships with teachers and principals, reducing stress, clarifying 
roles, and providing professional support (Billingsley, 2004; Maha, 2004). Thus, job 
satisfaction is often directly related to work conditions. 
Stempien and Loeb (2002) compared the job satisfaction and dissatisfaction of 
teachers of emotionally/behaviorally impaired students in special education, teachers of 
students in general education, and teachers responsible for both types of students. They 
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surveyed 116 teachers in schools in suburban Detroit, Michigan. The study found teachers of 
students in special education programs to be the most dissatisfied. Younger, inexperienced 
teachers faced the most difficulties, including specific stresses and frustrations from within 
and outside the classroom. They concluded that: “The distinctive factor associated with 
dissatisfaction for teachers of students in special education is that of frustration” (p.263). 
Being dissatisfied with one’s job seems to go hand in hand with the likelihood of 
leaving the job. Dissatisfaction with one’s job does not always lead to attrition. However, it 
could lead to complacency, which is a problem that also needs to be addressed. Complacent 
teachers may not be effective teachers. Some teachers who are dissatisfied with their jobs 
may not leave, and their needs should also be addressed. Thus, assessing the levels of job 
satisfaction among current special education teachers would be useful.  
Commitment 
Mowday, Porter, & Steers (1982), cited in Billingsley (2004b) defined commitment:  
Commitment can be defined as comprising a) a strong belief in and acceptance of an 
organization’s or profession’s goals and values, b) a willingness to exert significant 
effort on behalf of the organization/profession, and c) a strong desire to maintain 
membership in the organization/profession. (p. 50)  
 
According to Billingsley (2004b) findings from previous research suggest that 
teachers with higher levels of professional and organizational commitment are more likely to 
stay or intend to stay in teaching. Brownell, Smith, McNellis, and Lenk (1994-1995) 
interviewed 14 current and 10 former special education teachers in order to explore variables 
related to teacher attrition. They found that Stayers were more committed to teaching 
students with disabilities, had a higher sense of efficacy, felt more prepared by their pre-
service and initial teaching experiences, and exhibited more effective coping strategies. 
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Brownell et al. (1994-1995) concluded that no factor was more pervasive in distinguishing 
Stayers from Leavers than commitment to teach. Stayers were twice as likely as leavers to 
mention altruistic reasons for becoming special education teachers. These reasons included 
having prior experience working with children with disabilities, altruism, encouragement 
from others to teach, and having family members in education. These altruistic statements 
made by Stayers were considered an indication of a higher personal level of personal 
commitment to teach students with disabilities. 
Billingsley (2004b) adds that greater commitment has been associated with leadership 
support, fewer role problems, lower levels of stress, more teaching experience, and higher 
levels of job satisfaction. What has not been addressed as much in the literature is the impact 
of initial commitment to remaining in the field (Billingsley, 2004b). Miller et al. (1999) 
noted that personal qualities such as commitment to teaching and personal teaching efficacy 
may influence a special education teacher’s persistence in the classroom. According to 
Brownell et al. (1994-1995) these personal qualities may explain why some special education 
teachers stay in the classroom with limited resources, high caseloads, and an unsupportive 
principal. Singer (1993) and Billingsley (1993) agree that general and special educators who 
are more attracted and highly committed to teaching may be more likely to stay in the 
classroom than their less committed colleagues.  
In summary, some of the factors that promote retention are teachers’ own personal 
characteristics such as commitment to work with students with disabilities, ability to 
persevere, and ability to adapt to stressful environments (Brownell et al., 1994-1995). Mani 
(1989) found the following to be among the top ten reasons for retention of special education 
teachers: The desire to work with children with disabilities, support from the building 
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principal, cooperation from regular classroom teachers, support from the special education 
director, adequate equipment and materials for teaching, and adequate preparation in the area 
of special education. Table 3 illustrates the mean ratings of the reasons for retention by 
special education teachers in the Mani (1989) study. The ratings are based on a ten-point 
rating scale, with ten reflecting a rating of ‘most important’ and one reflecting a rating of 
‘least important’.  
Table 3. Mean ratings of retention factors by special education teachers 
Item          Mean Rating 
Desire to work with disabled children      8.84 
Cooperation from regular education teachers     8.44 
Support from building principal       8.36 
Cooperation from fellow special education teachers    8.00 
Adequate equipment and materials for teaching     7.81 
Special education is challenging      7.78 
Adequate preparation in special education     7.42 
Support from special education director      7.31 
Clear role specification in school      7.28 
Well formulated school policy on special education    7.23 
Sufficient salary        7.09 
Greater professional commitment      6.92 
Sp. Ed. Teacher’s job is better than other jobs     6.77 
Assignment matched to preparation as teacher     6.59 
Fewer students on caseload       6.55 
Recognition from building principal      6.52 
Recognition from parents of disabled children     5.83 
Delegation of powers in decision making     5.73 
Less paperwork        5.72 
Career ladder opportunity in job      5.39 
Recognition from special education director     5.19 
High achievement of disabled children      5.14 
Adequate supervision from supervisors      5.30 
Job location is near home       4.73 
Attending in service program       4.70 
High expectations of parents of disabled children    4.67 
Husband’s/Wife’s approval of profession     4.52 
Higher GPA during teacher preparation     3.73 
Special education is easier than general education    1.38 
 
Source: Mani (1989, p.86) 
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Even though good remuneration (mean = 7.09) is important when most people are 
looking for jobs, it was not a primary reason for retention in this group of special education 
teachers (it was eleventh in priority). It is reassuring to learn that the intrinsic desire to work 
with children with disabilities was the most important reason for retention.  
Previous research suggests that a combination of factors rather than a single factor 
seem to determine whether special education teachers remain in the profession. For example, 
Brownell et al. (1994-1995) found that teacher characteristics and work place conditions 
operated together to influence decisions to stay or leave the profession. They concluded that 
even though work variables are important, the personal qualities and educational background 
of teachers mediate the effects of undesirable working conditions on leaving. Similarly, 
Billingsley (2004b) concluded that, “a holistic look at creating positive work environments 
should not only reduce attrition behavior but also help sustain special educators’ involvement 
in and commitment to their work” (p. 54). To stem the transfer of special education teachers 
to general education, Gersten et al. (2001) recommended addressing the design of the special 
educator’s job. They also recommend that to enhance teacher retention: 
The building level support should be the cumulative impact of the building principal, 
assistant principal, and fellow teachers at the school, that meaningful, sustained 
collegial support be provided for special educators, and that districts should focus on 
finding means to reduce stress due to job design. (p. 563)  
 
Previous research therefore suggests the need to address various aspect of teachers’ 
work in order to positively influence special education teacher retention. 
Special Education Teachers in Iowa 
The shortage of special education teachers in Iowa has been in existence for some 
time. Since 2000-2001, the United States Department of Education, in cooperation with the 
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Iowa Department of Education, has designated several “teacher shortage areas” for Iowa.  In 
regular education, statewide shortages have been reported in science, music, mathematics, 
foreign language, industrial technology, family and consumer sciences, English as a Second 
Language, Talented and Gifted, and agriculture (Iowa Department of Education, 2005). In 
special education, several positions have consistently emerged over five years as the 
prevalent teacher shortage areas. Table 4 presents the 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 teacher 
shortage areas in special education (Iowa Department of Education, 2005). According to the 
department  website, data used to calculate the shortages include: The number of certain 
teaching licenses issued, the number and frequency of job postings on Teach Iowa 
(Department of Education statewide teacher recruitment web site), and the number of 
projected graduates in each teaching discipline. 
Table 4. Special education teacher shortage areas in Iowa 
No. Position  Former Position Description 
 
1. Instructional Strategist I K-6 & 7-12  
Multi-categorical Resource and K-6 & 7-12 
Special Class with Integration 
2. Instructional Strategist II LD-
BD 
K-6 & 7-12 
Behavior Disorders and K-6 & 7-12 Learning 
Disabilities 
3. Instructional Strategist II MD K-6 & 7-12 
Mental Disabilities and K-12 
Moderate/Severe/Profoundly Handicapped 
4. Instructional Strategist II PD K-6 Physically Handicapped 
5. Pk-K Early Childhood 
Special Education 
Pk-K Early Childhood Special Education 
 
6. Birth to 21 Itinerant Hearing 
Impaired  
 
PK-K, K-6, 7-12, & Itinerant Hearing Impaired 
 
7. Birth to 21 Itinerant Visually 
Impaired 
PK-K, K-6, 7-12, & Itinerant Visually 
Impaired  
 
Source: Iowa Department of Education (2006) 
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Many researchers have recommended the use of longitudinal data to study special 
education teachers’ career paths. The state of Iowa has the advantage of collecting and 
maintaining longitudinal data. Since 1998, data on special education teachers has been 
collected by the Iowa Department of Education. These data include the following variables: 
Age, district and total experience in years, salary, eligibility for retirement, type of job 
assignments and positions, whether position is fulltime or part-time, and district size.  
Although a lot of research has been carried out on special education attrition and 
retention in other states (e.g. Colorado, Florida, North Carolina, South Carolina, Michigan, 
Idaho, Virginia, Wisconsin), this research may not be directly generalizable to special 
education teachers in Iowa since every state is unique. Due to different contexts, some 
retention factors identified in other states may not be as important to special education 
teachers in Iowa. Until recently, very little was known about the state of the special education 
teaching staff in Iowa. 
 Hofstedt (2005) investigated the impact of retention and recruitment patterns on 
special education teacher shortages in Iowa. The Basic Educational Data Survey (BEDS) was 
employed to conduct analysis. The database includes all special education teachers serving in 
grades PK-12, including those employed by accredited local education agencies (LEAs), area 
education agencies (AEAs), hospitals, residential facilities, and penal and/or juvenile justice 
instructions. The data available consisted of teacher names, folder numbers, schools, districts, 
demographic characteristics, positions and assignments held. These data are collected 
annually and cover the school years 1999-2000 to the present. 
Analysis of the data provided a clear picture of special education teachers in Iowa in 
relation to their demographic information, and their career decisions. Table 5 illustrates the 
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demographic characteristics of the special education teacher population over the last few 
years.  
Table 5. Demographics of entire special education teacher population in Iowa by year 
 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 
 
Age  
(Average) 40.9 41.3 41.4 41.7 41.9 
Age Ranges 
(Frequency)      
 60+ 98 2.1% 
108 
2.4% 
117 
2.6% 
121 
2.7% 
129 
3.0% 
 50-59 865 19.2% 
955 
21.5% 
1021 
22.9% 
1091 
24.7% 
1186 
27.1% 
 40-49 1600 35.5% 
1531 
34.4% 
1473 
33.0% 
1408 
31.9% 
1278 
29.2% 
 30-39 1115 24.7% 
1061 
23.8% 
1042 
23.4% 
1032 
23.4% 
1018 
23.3% 
 20-29 831 18..4% 
794 
17.8% 
808 
18.1% 
759 
17.2% 
760 
17.4% 
Salary  
(Average) 34,231.05 35,400.97 36,740.94 37,493.24 37,892.91 
District Experience 
(Average) 8.5 8.7 8.8 9.1 9.2 
Total Experience 
(Average) 12.2 12.6 12.6 12.9 13.0 
Retire  
(Frequency) 
87 
1.9% 
89 
2.0% 
99 
2.2% 
102 
2.3% 
122 
2.8% 
 
Source: Hofstedt (2005, p.12) 
 
Special education teachers in the school year 2003-2004 were on average 
approximately 42 years old, earned $ 37, 893 annually, had taught in the same district for 
slightly over 9 years, and had 13 years of total teaching experience.  2.8% (n = 122) of the 
special educators were eligible for retirement.  
Table 6 presents information on the annual recruitment, retention, and attrition figures 
of special education teachers in Iowa. In 2003-2004, 79.7% (n = 3896) of the special 
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education teachers were Stayers, 10.5% (515) were Leavers, and 9.7% (475) were New 
teachers, for a total population of  4886 special education teachers. Based on this data, 
Hofstedt (2005) concluded that “Iowa special education teachers’ decisions to stay, leave, or 
begin teaching were relatively consistent from year to year, with a large proportion of special 
education teachers (79.7%) staying within the field” (p. 11).  
Table 6. Frequencies of Stayers, Leavers, and New Special education teachers 
 Year 1 – Year 2 
(2000-01) 
Year 2 – Year 3 
(2001-02) 
Year 3 – Year 4 
(2002-03) 
Year 4 – Year  
(2003-04) 
 
Stayers 
3905 
77.3% 
3894 
77.6% 
3984 
81.5% 
3896 
79.7% 
 
Leavers 
 604 
12.0% 
 555 
11.1% 
 477 
9.8% 
 515 
10.5% 
 
New 
 544 
10.8% 
 567 
11.3% 
 427 
8.7% 
 475 
9.7% 
 
Total 5053 5016 4888 4886 
 
 
Source: Hofstedt (2005, p.12) 
Thus, in Iowa Stayers constituted almost 80% of the special education workforce 
consistently over a period of five years. The profile of optimum Stayers (those who had been 
teaching for five years since the beginning of data collection in 1999) was as follows: 
Averaged 45.5 years old, earned $ 41,134.96 annually, had about 13 years of district 
experience and 17 years of total teaching experience, and only 4.1% (n = 117) of them were 
eligible for retirement (Hofstedt, 2005). These teachers who continued to be special 
educators were in the best position to share information regarding what factors were 
important to their remaining in the profession. In order to determine what factors made these 
  
33
teachers remain in the profession, additional data not available on the BEDs database were 
required, thus the need for the present study. At the same time, additional valuable 
information would be obtained by investigating whether there were any differences or 
similarities between the teachers who continued to teach special education and those who 
transferred to general education.  
Previous research has emphasized the role of work-related factors in the retention of 
teachers. Therefore, this study mainly focused on work related retention factors. In order to 
get a better understanding of retention factors, this study focused on determining the 
perceptions of current and former special education teachers. The study also addressed 
teachers’ motivation for entering the field of special education, and their levels of job 
satisfaction and burnout. Recent research has recommended several retention strategies, but 
few studies exist that focus on investigating whether retention strategies are in place or are 
being implemented in schools. This study extended previous research by seeking to find out 
not only what retention variables were important to teachers but also whether these variables 
were present and how often they occurred. Furthermore, by looking at the perceptions of two 
important groups of teachers, those who continued teaching special education and those who 
left the field, information would be gleaned regarding what retention factors influenced 
teachers’ career decisions. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
The main objective of this study was to identify factors that influence the career 
decisions of special education teachers. In particular, the aims of this study were to : 1) 
Identify retention factors that special education teachers consider the most important, 2) 
identify retention factors that occur most frequently, 3) find out if there is a discrepancy 
between  the retention factors considered important by teachers and those they actually 
experience in schools, and 4) investigate whether current and former special education 
teachers differ in their perceptions of retention factors. This chapter addresses the research 
methodology followed including instrumentation, population and sampling, data collection, 
and data analyses. This study employed a non-experimental design using survey research 
methods.  
Instrumentation 
In order to answer the research questions it was imperative to have an instrument. 
However, an extensive review of existing instruments on teacher retention did not yield a 
questionnaire that would assess all the desired measurements. Therefore the investigator 
modified an existing survey that was developed by Mani (1989). Mani developed a 30-item 
rating scale which she used to gather data from special education and regular education 
teachers, administrators, and pre-service teachers. The purpose of the instrument was to 
investigate reasons for retention of special education teachers in Colorado.  
The modified instrument was adapted both in content and format to reflect the current 
research questions. Changes made to the survey included updating the language of the survey 
(‘desire to work with disabled children’ was changed to ‘desire to work with children with 
disabilities’). The scale of the survey was also changed so that respondents were asked to 
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respond on a five point Likert scale rather than on a ten point scale. A major change in the 
instrument was adding a new rating scale to it, so that in addition to teachers being asked 
which of the factors were important to them they were also requested to indicate the 
frequency of occurrence of these retention factors (for example, how often they felt they 
received support from fellow special education teachers). During the development of the 
modified instrument, the survey guidelines proposed by Dillman (2000) were followed. In 
particular, wording of items was gauged to ensure clarity and the number of items on the 
instrument was considered so that it was not too lengthy.  
For research results to be dependable, meaningful, and legitimate, a measurement 
instrument needs to be reliable and valid. The original instrument developed by Mani had an 
internal consistency reliability coefficient of .80. The instrument had also been validated after 
being reviewed by teams of experts including special education faculty and special education 
teachers.  
The modified instrument was designed to include the variables included in the special 
education teacher retention conceptual models. Four retention factors were included in the 
survey because of research findings that have stressed the significance of work-related 
factors in retention. One additional factor, ‘parent interaction’ was added due to limited 
research on this factor, with the intent of shedding more light on the significance of this 
factor in teacher retention. The five factors were: 1) Parent Interaction factor which included 
four items related to interactions between special education teachers and parents of students 
with disabilities, 2) School Support factor which consisted of eight items having to do with 
special education teacher perceptions of the support that they receive from fellow teachers 
and administrators, 3) Teacher Expectations consisted of five items related to the work of 
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special education teachers , 4) Job Responsibilities consisted of five items concerning some 
of the activities that special education teachers engage in, and 5) three items made up the 
Commitment factor. Teachers were asked to make two judgments about each retention item: 
The level of importance of the retention item followed by the frequency of the item.  
Demographic data for the respondents were also obtained. Additionally, items were 
added to the survey to determine teachers’ motivation for joining the profession, their work 
satisfaction, burnout, caseload size, the intent of Stayers to remain in the field of special 
education, and reasons why Transfers left the field to take general education positions.  
Survey Items and Subscales 
The survey consisted of four main parts. Part A of the survey began with closed-
ended items requiring teachers to rate the importance and the frequency of selected retention 
factors. Teachers first rated the importance of each of the 25 items on a five-point Likert 
scale (1 = Not at all important, 2 = Not important, 3 = Somewhat important, 4 = Important, 
and 5 = Very important). Teachers then rated the frequency of each item on a five-point 
Likert scale (1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Some of the time, 4 = Most of the time, and 5 = All 
of the time). A total of 50 responses from each respondent were used for the analyses.  
The survey items were arranged into five groups representing five retention factors 
(see Table 7).   
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Table 7.  Subscales and items 
 
No.  Item 
 
 
Parent Subscale 
1. Parents have high expectations for their children with disabilities 
2. I am able to collaborate with parents of children with disabilities 
3. I receive support from parents of children with disabilities 
4. I can talk openly, honesty with parents of children with disabilities 
School Support 
5. I get support from special education supervisors 
6. I receive recognition from the building principal 
7. I am able to collaborate with general education teachers 
8. I obtain adequate supervision from special education supervisors 
9. I am able to collaborate with fellow special education teachers 
10. I get support from the building principal 
11. I get support from the AEA (Area Education Agency) team 
12. I receive recognition from special education supervisors 
Teacher Expectations 
13. Adequate equipment and materials are available 
14. There are clear guidelines regarding job responsibilities 
15. There is a well formulated school policy on special education   
16. My job lets me use my skills and abilities fully 
17. Adequate mentoring is provided to new special education teachers 
Job Responsibilities 
18. Routine duties are reasonable (problem solving teams, departmental meetings…) 
19. Teachers participate in making important educational decisions 
20. Routine paperwork are reasonable (IEPs, progress monitoring) 
21. The number of students on my caseload is reasonable 
22. Opportunities to attend professional development are available  
Commitment 
23. Teaching special education provides me with challenges 
24. I desire that children with disabilities reach their highest potential  
25. My desire is to work with children with disabilities   
   
     
Part B of the survey comprised nine items related to the job satisfaction and burnout 
of the teachers. Using a 7- point Likert scale, respondents indicated how often they 
experienced feelings of job satisfaction and burnout in their work (1 = Once a year, 2 = A 
few times a year, 3 = Once a month, 4 = A few times a month 5 = Once a week, 6 = A few 
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times a week, and 7= Everyday). There were five items designed to assess job satisfaction. 
These items were taken from a measure developed by Jerrell (1983) as cited in Russell, de la 
Mora, Trudeau, Scott, and Norman (2000). The four questions that were designed to assess 
levels of burnout were selected from the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 
1981).  
In part C of the survey, respondents highlighted factors that motivated them to enter 
the special education profession. Respondents indicated whether or not eight items 
influenced their decision to become special educators. In addition, they indicated their 
teaching experience, overall work satisfaction, and Stayers reported their plans to remain in 
their jobs. An open-ended question was included in surveys administered to former special 
education teachers, eliciting the reasons for their transfer to general education. 
In the final part of the survey (Part D) respondents provided demographic 
information. Specifically, data were obtained on gender, marital status, ethnicity, educational 
attainment, teaching level, and special education endorsement status. This information was 
used to provide a profile of the teachers surveyed and to help determine if any of these 
demographic variables significantly influenced the responses of the participants in the study. 
Pilot Testing 
For a study’s findings to be appropriate, meaningful, and useful, validity must be 
established (McMillan & Schumacher, 2006). To assure validity of the inferences made in 
this study, a series to steps were followed. A pilot study was conducted to field test the 
modified instrument. Information was obtained about the average amount of time required to 
complete the survey, the clarity of items, and ease of responding to the items. A small 
number of special education teachers as well as graduate students were asked to help pilot-
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test the survey. The teachers who were involved in the pilot-testing were not subsequently 
sent the surveys. In addition, the special education director of one school district was asked 
to review the instrument, and a team of consultants from the Iowa Department of Education 
reviewed and discussed the instrument to ensure validity.  
Results of the pilot study were analyzed and incorporated in developing the final 
survey. Changes were made to the instrument based on the suggestions of special education 
and educational psychology faculty members, the special education director, the educational 
consultants, and the pilot testing results.  Subjects expressed concerns about the wording and 
clarity of some items. Subsequently, some items were revised to promote clarity. The pilot 
test established that the survey would take about ten to fifteen minutes to complete. 
Following the pilot-testing, survey packets were sent to the research participants, with 
follow-up letters sent as well to increase the response rate.  
Reliability 
To obtain the internal consistency of measures in the instrument, the Cronbach alpha 
method was used. Coefficients ranging from .70 to .90 are considered acceptable reliability 
coefficients (McMillan & Schumacher, 2006). The reliability coefficients for measures 
employed in the instrument are reported in Table 8. With the exception of the commitment 
subscales, the resulting coefficients indicate moderate to high levels of internal consistency 
among the individual items within the scales. The low reliability of the commitment measure 
might be explained partially by the presence of few items in the commitment subscale. 
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Table 8. Reliability coefficients of measures  
Measure      No. of Items  α   
 
Importance  
Parent interaction     4    .76 
School support    8    .82 
Teacher expectations    5    .77 
Job responsibilities    5    .78 
Commitment     3    .61 
 
Frequency  
Parent interaction     4    .77 
School support    8    .82 
Teacher expectations    5    .74 
Job responsibilities    5    .72 
Commitment     3    .57 
 
Job satisfaction     5    .78 
Burnout       4    .85 
 
Population and Sampling 
The population of the study consisted of all the pre-kindergarten to twelfth grade 
(Pre-K-12) special education teachers in Iowa. Using the Iowa Basic Educational Data 
database (BEDs), a random sample of current special education teachers was selected across 
elementary schools, middle/junior high schools, and secondary schools. A random sample 
allowed the researcher to obtain teachers across all certification areas (learning disabilities, 
emotional disturbance), types of service delivery models (resource room, self-contained), and 
allow various demographic profiles (race, age, sex) to be represented. In the 2004-2005 
school year, there was a total of 3927 special education teachers (Stayers). A sample size of 
about 10% was desired. Using SPSS version 14 random number generator, over three 
hundred current special educators were randomly selected to participate in the study.  
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To select the Transfer teachers, a list was obtained of all teachers currently teaching 
in general education who were special education teachers the previous year. Since the 
number of Transfers was relatively small and to ensure the participation of as many Transfer 
teachers as possible, it was decided to survey all the Transfers in the state of Iowa (n = 199).  
The Department of Education in Des Moines, Iowa was contacted to obtain 
permission to contact the special education teachers. To obtain teacher contact information 
(teacher name, school name, and address) the BEDs database of 2004-2005 was used.  
However, the surveys were sent to teachers listed as currently teaching in 2005-2006, for 
which the most current contact information was not available at the time.  
During the process of preparing mailing information, it became apparent that not all 
teachers listed in the file were still teaching or active, as their school contact information was 
absent. Since the BEDs file information that was used was from 2004-2005, whereas surveys 
were sent to teachers teaching in 2005-2006, it was expected that there would be staff 
changes as some teachers would have retired or moved from these schools, lowering the 
sample size. The final sample size consisted of 509 current and former special education 
teachers: 320 Stayers and 189 Transfers. 
Data Collection Procedures 
The Iowa State University Human Subjects Review Committee granted permission to 
conduct the study. Data collection was conducted over the spring and summer, 2006. Survey 
packets containing the cover letter (Appendix A), the survey (Appendices B and C), and a 
self-addressed, stamped envelop were sent through the mail to 320 Stayers (current special 
education teachers) and 189 Transfers (former special education teachers). The cover letter 
communicated the significance of the study and invited participation in the study. 
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Two surveys were sent out, one to current special education teachers and the other to 
former special education teachers presently teaching in general education. To distinguish 
between the two surveys, the survey sent to Stayers was white whereas the survey sent to 
Transfers was blue. The surveys were similar except for two differences: The wording of 
items to reflect the status of the teachers (i.e. some having left the field, and others still in the 
field), and some items in the survey were applicable only to the Stayers or to the Transfers. 
Specifically, surveys addressed to Stayers requested information regarding their future 
teaching plans. The surveys addressed to Transfers requested that teachers state reasons for 
leaving the special education profession. The surveys were coded so that the returned surveys 
could be matched with their owners, to keep track of instruments that had been returned, and 
to follow-up non-respondents.  
To increase survey responses, the follow-up procedures recommended by Dillman 
(2000) were followed. Dillman recommends making four contacts with respondents to 
achieve higher survey return rates. Following the first mailing, a follow-up letter was sent 
within a week to teachers to remind them to return their surveys. This was followed by a 
postcard (see Appendix D) which served as an appreciation note to those who had returned 
the surveys. It was also a reminder to those who had not yet returned the surveys to do so. 
The final contact with the respondents was made when survey packets were sent only to 
those teachers who had not yet returned the surveys by the date specified on the survey.  
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Data Analyses 
Data entry, coding, and analysis were conducted using the statistical software SPSS 
version 14.  To begin with, frequencies were conducted to examine the data and look out for 
discrepancies in data. Data were cleaned of obvious errors. Further statistical analyses were 
conducted as described below. 
Descriptive statistical analyses were conducted to obtain frequencies, percentages, 
means, and standard deviations. Mean ratings were obtained for individual retention items as 
well as for the scores on the subscales. This would provide information regarding teachers’ 
average ratings of the importance and the frequency of retention factors. It was then possible 
to rank the items according to the level of importance and frequency. Means were also 
computed to indicate levels of teachers’ job satisfaction, their burnout levels, teaching 
experience, and caseload size.  
 Frequency counts were obtained in order to ascertain the factors that most influenced 
special educators to enter the field of special education. Frequency counts were also obtained 
to show the composition of the teachers in terms of their demographic characteristics: 
Gender, race, educational attainment, teaching level, and endorsement status. 
According to McMillan and Schumacher (2006) the chi-square test is a way of 
answering questions about association or relationship based on frequencies of observation in 
categories. In this study, Chi-square analyses were conducted to determine the proportions of 
Stayers and Transfers represented in each of the demographic categorical variables.  
T-tests for independent samples were used to determine statistically significant mean 
differences between the two groups of respondents. T-tests for paired samples were 
computed to determine if significant differences existed in the extent to which teachers’ 
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assessment of the importance of retention aligned with their identification of how often 
retention factors were occurring.  
Content analysis was conducted to analyze the qualitative data resulting from the 
open-ended question included in the survey ‘Please comment below on why you transferred 
from teaching special education to teaching in general education’. After responses were 
typed into a word processing document, the researcher read the data, while noting emerging 
themes. Further reading resulted in analyzing the themes that emerged. During a third 
reading of the data responses were categorized into categories. Teachers’ responses that fit in 
a certain category were identified, and the number of teachers giving each category of 
reasons was counted.  
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The overall purpose of this study was to explore special education teachers’ 
perceptions regarding retention. Survey data were obtained from teachers who are currently 
teaching special education (Stayers) and former special education teachers who have 
transferred to teach general education (Transfers). The findings are organized into 
demographic characteristics, perceptions regarding the importance of retention factors, 
perceptions regarding the frequency of retention factors, the discrepancy between the ideal 
and the reality of retention factors, and a comparison of Stayer and Transfer teacher 
perceptions of retention factors, work satisfaction, motivation for joining the profession, 
future teaching plans, and reasons for the transfer of special education teachers to general 
education.  
Return Rate 
The sample in this study consisted of 509 current and former special educators. 
Initially, an overall return rate of 56% was obtained (see Table 9.) This return rate was 
notable given the data collection time, which occurred toward the end of the school year.  
Table 9. Survey return rate  
Group Sent Retuned Percent 
Stayers 320 196 61 % 
Transfers 189 89 47 % 
Total 509 285 56 % 
 
However, during data entry, the researcher found out that several surveys addressed 
to Transfers had actually been completed by Stayers. This miscalculation resulted from the 
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way that Transfer teachers were identified in the BEDs database which was used to select the 
teachers and is described further in Chapter 5. Forty four respondents thought to be Transfers 
were actually current special education teachers (i.e., they were still teaching in special 
education). Therefore, about half of the surveys (n = 45) received from Transfer teachers 
were grouped as belonging to the Stayers. This resulted in fewer instruments being received 
from actual Transfer teachers than anticipated. Subsequently, the return rate for Transfers 
was lower and the return rate for Stayers was higher than expected.  
Among the surveys received, some had no data as respondents indicated they had 
retired or were about to retire. Due to the presence of missing and incomplete data, some 
instruments were rejected. The number of usable surveys used in this study was 273. This 
represented a return rate of 54%. Stayers represented 84.2% of survey respondents, whereas 
Transfers represented 15.8% of the respondents.  
Characteristics of Respondents versus Non-respondents 
To find out how respondents compared with non-respondents, data from the Basic 
Educational Data set (BEDs) were compared on available demographics variables.  All the 
teachers in the study had the following data: Age, salary, and years of teaching experience. 
Means, standard deviations and t statistics for respondents and non-respondents demographic 
comparisons are presented in Table 10. The means represent the age in years, the number of 
years teaching special education in a school district, and the total number of years teaching 
special education, respectively. 
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Table 10. Comparison between survey respondents and nonrespondents  
 
      Respondents (n=273)   Nonrespondents (n=216) 
        Mean  SD    Mean  SD   t 
 
Age     50.4    9.4    46.9  11.9   3.58* 
District experience   12.9    9.0    11.4    9.7   1.82 
Total experience   19.2  10.1    17.4  10.9   1.77 
 
*p ≤ .05 
Results indicate that age was found to differ significantly between respondents and 
non-respondents. Participants in this study were more likely to be older than non-participants 
in the study. The two groups did not differ significantly in their years of teaching experience. 
‘Years of teaching experience’ provides a more direct and precise measure, compared to age, 
of how long teachers have been in special education profession. Therefore, in terms of 
teaching experience the respondents and non- respondents do not appear to be significantly 
different.  
Demographic Characteristics  
Demographic characteristics available in the BEDs (Basic Educational Data database 
system) data provided important data about the teachers. However, some useful demographic 
variables were not available in the BEDS database. Therefore, the survey included questions 
on certain personal and professional characteristics of teachers including gender, race, 
educational level, teaching level, special education endorsement, and current employment 
status. Chi-square tests were conducted to determine if there were significant differences in 
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the proportions of current and former special education teachers as measured on these 
variables. Table 11 summarizes the background characteristics of the two groups of teachers.   
Table 11. Personal and professional characteristics of the participants 
 
 Variable   Stayers (n = 230a) Transfers (n = 43a) 
      N  %    N  %   χ2  p 
 
Gender 
Male      26  12.2%     2    5.3%  1.569 .17 
Female   187  87.8%   36  94.7% 
 
Race 
Caucasian   210  98.6 %  36  94.7%  2.454 .17 
Minority       3    1.4%     2    5.2% 
 
 
Highest degree completed 
Bachelors     67  31.5%   20  52.6%  5.448  .02* 
Masters and above 137  64.3%   18  47.4%  
Otherb        9    4.2%   __  __ 
 
Teaching level 
Pre-K      9    4.3%     2    5.6%   2.518  .47 
Elementary   75  36.1%   18  50.0% 
Middle/Jr High  54  26.0%     8  22.2% 
High school  64  30.8%     8  22.2% 
Otherb      6    2.9%   __  __ 
 
Endorsement status 
Fully endorsed  207  98.6%   32  86.5%   14.660 .00* 
Conditional license      3    1.4%     5  13.5%  
 
*p ≤ .05 
aThe total numbers of teachers in each category did not always add up to the total number of 
Stayers and Transfers as some respondents did not respond to some of the demographic 
questions. 
bWhen conducting the chi-squares analyses, the responses from the “other category” were not 
employed due to the missing cases in the Transfer group. 
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Gender: The majority of the respondents were female. Both Stayers and Transfers had a 
majority of female teachers responding to the survey, with the sex distribution not varying 
significantly across the two groups. 
 
Race: Initially, the race item had five options for teachers to select from. These were 
Caucasian, African/Black American, Hispanic/Latino, Asian, Native American and Other. 
Due to limited responses from the other categories, the ethnicity variable was recoded into 
two groups: Caucasian and Minority. The ethnicity results are consistent with the general 
population of Iowa, with the majority of teachers being Caucasian. The proportion of 
Caucasian respondents did not vary across the two groups. 
 
Highest degree: Teachers were asked to indicate the highest level of education they had 
attained. A statistically significant difference was found between the participants’ highest 
level of education. Although over 60% (n = 137) of Stayers had master’s degrees, fewer than 
half of the Transfers indicated they had masters degrees (n = 18). Among the Transfers, 
almost an equal number of participants had Bachelors (n = 20) or Masters (n = 18) degrees. 
Only one Stayer among the respondents indicated having a doctorate degree. However, when 
the data in the “other” category was analyzed, it was found that three other Stayers had 
Education Specialist degrees (Ed.s) and one had earned a Juris Doctorate. At least two 
Stayers had acquired two masters’ degrees. In addition, several teachers indicated they were 
working toward their master’s degree, including three of the Transfers. A number of teachers 
indicated that in addition to their first degree, they had attained a certain number of graduate 
credits ranging from thirty credits to over seventy credits.  
  
50
Teaching level: Consistent with the teaching profession in general, the majority of teachers 
who responded to the survey taught at the elementary level. Fifty percent of Transfers (n = 
18) and thirty six percent of Stayers (n = 75) were elementary school teachers. At the same 
time, the pre-kindergarten to kindergarten level had the fewest teachers responding, with only 
approximately 5% of teachers in each group indicating they taught at this level. Among the 
three percent of Stayers who checked the “other” category, two specified that they taught at 
alternative high schools, while others indicated that they taught at more than one setting such 
as pre-kindergarten to sixth grade. One respondent reported teaching at both the high school 
and at the university. Teaching level did not differ significantly between the two groups. 
 
Endorsement status: Respondents were asked to indicate their endorsement to teach special 
education from among three choices: Fully endorsed, conditional endorsement, and 
emergency license. Since none of the respondents indicated that they were teaching on an 
emergency license, this category was recoded into those with full endorsements and those 
with conditional endorsements. Over ninety percent of Stayers responded to the question 
about their special education endorsement status. Virtually all (99%, n = 207) of these 
Stayers indicated they were fully endorsed to teach special education. Similarly, a majority of 
the Transfers who responded to this question (86.5%, n = 32) were teaching with full 
endorsements. Only 1.4% (n = 3) of the Stayers were teaching with conditional licenses, 
compared to 13.5% (n = 5) of Transfers. A statistically significant difference emerged 
between the endorsement status of Stayers and Transfers, with Stayers comprising more 
teachers with full endorsements than Transfers.  
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Further analyses were conducted to find out if there were differences between 
teachers with conditional endorsements (n = 8) and those with full endorsements (n = 239).  
To begin with, inter-item reliabilities were run twice, first using data from all respondents, 
and then using data only from teachers who were fully endorsed to teach special education. 
The resulting Cronbach alphas that were obtained indicated that there were no differences in 
the reliabilities on the two occasions. The small sample size of the teachers with conditional 
endorsements should be noted. 
Next, analyses were conducted to test for differences between teachers with 
conditional endorsement and those with full endorsement on several measures including 
demographic characteristics. Results of the analyses revealed that whereas the teachers with 
conditional endorsements were fewer in number, were significantly younger, and had less 
teaching experience than those that were fully endorsed to teach special education, the two 
groups were very similar in terms of their caseload, gender, ethnicity, and educational 
attainment. In addition, their perceptions regarding retention factors, their burnout scores, 
and their job satisfaction were not significantly different. Thus the conclusion was made that 
teachers with conditional licenses were not different from those with full endorsements.  
Most probably the teachers with conditional licenses had chosen to teach special education 
and were still in the process of acquiring full endorsements to teach. 
Data available from the BEDs data were analyzed to compare how Stayers and 
Transfers differed on the variables of age, experience and salary. Table 12 shows that there 
were significant differences between the participants on these three variables. The two 
groups of teachers, current and former special education teachers, were significantly different 
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in terms of age, years teaching in the school district, total number of years teaching special 
education, and regular salary. 
Table 12. Additional characteristics of the participants 
 
      Stayers   Transfers 
       N  Mean   N  Mean   t 
 
Age    230 52.68  43  38.21   8.75* 
District experience   230 14.23  43    5.98   5.42* 
Total experience   230 20.73  43  10.67   4.97* 
Regular salary   230 $43,809 43  $35,624  7.11* 
 
*p ≤ .05 
Stayers were on average 14.7 years older than Transfers, they had been teaching in 
the same district 8.2 years longer than Transfers, and they had almost 10 years more special 
education teaching experience than Transfers. Stayers earned $ 8,000 per year more than 
Transfers. 
It is apparent that age, experience, and salary are strongly related to one another. In a 
study of special education teachers in Iowa, Hofstedt (2005) found that, over a five year 
period (1999-2000 to 2003-2004), Stayers were on average 45.5 years old, earned  
$41,134.96 annually, had approximately 13 years of district experience, and 17 years of total 
teaching experience. The age of the current participants tended to be slightly higher than in 
the Hofstedt study.  It could be that older teachers, who also tended to be those with more 
years of experience, chose to respond to the survey compared to other teachers in the study 
sample. However, in terms of total teaching experience, a more precise measure, the current 
participants had approximately the same years of teaching in their district (14.2) as in the 
Hofstedt study, where the average district experience was 13 years. 
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Descriptive Statistics for the Rating Scales 
Teachers were asked to rate the importance and frequency of 25 items related to 
teacher retention. Descriptive statistics were used to obtain the mean ratings of the items on 
each scale. Data were also organized by the mean subscale scores for the Importance and 
Frequency scales. 
The importance of retention factors 
The first research question that this study addressed was, ‘What do current and former 
special education teachers identify as the most important retention factors?’ Teachers rated 
the importance of five retention factors: Parent interaction, school support, teacher 
expectations, job responsibilities, and commitment.  Each of these factors was represented by 
several items. Teachers rated individual items on a Likert-type scale (1 = Not at all 
important, 2 = Not important, 3 = Somewhat important, 4 = Important, and 5 = Very 
important). The rank order of the items, as well as the means and standard deviations for all 
respondents, are reported in Table 13.   
The means of the items rated as important ranged from moderate to high (3.57 - 4.90). 
Mean scores for the majority of the items indicate that teachers perceive the items as highly 
important retention variables. In particular, “My desire is that children with disabilities reach 
their highest potential” (mean = 4.90), “I get support from the building principal” (mean= 
4.71), and “I can talk openly, honestly with parents of children with disabilities” (mean = 
4.69) were the factors that were most important to the teachers. 
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Table 13. Ratings of the importance of retention variables  
Items          N M SD   
I desire that children reach their highest potentiala   267 4.90  0.32 
I get support from the building principal    267 4.71 0.55 
I can talk openly, honesty with parents     262 4.69  0.55 
Number of students on caseload is reasonable    267 4.68 0.48 
I receive support from parents      263 4.68  0.58 
My job lets me use my skills and abilities fully    266 4.66  0.50 
Adequate equipment and materials are available    268 4.64  0.52  
I get support from special education supervisors    267 4.64 0.69 
Adequate mentoring is provided to new teachers   262 4.63  0.58 
Participate in making important educational decisions  266 4.63  0.56  
I am able to collaborate with parents      265 4.63  0.65 
I am able to collaborate with general education teachers   269 4.62 0.61 
I desire to work with children with disabilities     264 4.60 0.68 
Routine paperwork are reasonable       267 4.51  0.70 
There is a well formulated policy on special education    267 4.49  0.66 
There are clear guidelines regarding job responsibilities  266 4.48  0.62 
I get support from the AEA team     268 4.46 0.75 
Teaching special education provides me with challenges   268 4.44 0.71 
I am able to collaborate with fellow special education teachers 266 4.40 0.73 
Routine duties are reasonable      263 4.36  0.73 
Parents have high expectations for their children    267 4.35  0.73 
Opportunities to attend professional development   267 4.35  0.70 
I receive recognition from the building principal    265 3.97 0.91 
I obtain adequate supervision from special education supervisors 266 3.85 0.99 
I receive recognition from special education supervisors  267 3.57 1.03 
 
aItems are in abbreviated form 
On the other hand, three items yielded mean scores that were the lowest among the 25 
items: “I receive recognition from the building principal” (mean= 3.97), “I obtain adequate 
supervision from special education supervisors” (mean= 3.85), and “I receive recognition 
from special education supervisors” (mean= 3.57). While these three items received lower 
ratings than other items, the above average mean scores indicates the items were considered 
important to the retention of participants.  
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The frequency of retention factors 
In addition to examining teachers’ beliefs regarding the importance of retention, the 
study investigated the frequency of retention factors. The second research question was, 
‘What do current and former special education teachers identify as the most frequently 
occurring retention factors?’ Teachers rated the frequency of occurrence of these factors on a 
five point Likert-type scale (1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Some of the time, 4 = Most of the 
time, and 5 = All of the time). Table 14 provides a summary of the rankings. 
Table 14. Ratings of the frequency of retention variables  
Items          N M SD   
Teaching special education provides me with challengesa   270 4.61 0.63 
I desire to work with children with disabilities     267 4.50 0.70 
I desire that children reach their highest potential   269 4.42  0.81 
My job lets me use my skills and abilities fully    267 4.01 0.86 
I can talk openly, honesty with parents     261 3.87  0.82 
I get support from the AEA team     267 3.54 1.08 
Adequate equipment and materials are available    269 3.77  0.75 
I get support from the building principal    266 3.69 1.11 
I get support from special education supervisors    267 3.52 1.08 
I am able to collaborate with parents      265 3.51  0.84 
I am able to collaborate with general education teachers   269 3.49 1.00 
There are clear guidelines regarding job responsibilities  268 3.46  0.92 
I receive support from parents      263 3.46  0.79 
Routine duties are reasonable      264 3.45  0.87 
There is a well formulated policy on special education    266 3.41  0.96 
Number of students on caseload is reasonable    268 3.39 0.98 
Adequate mentoring is provided to new teachers   261 3.35  1.14 
Participate in making important educational decisions  269 3.32  0.95 
I am able to collaborate with fellow special education teachers 268 3.31 1.13 
Parents have high expectations for their children    268 3.22  0.73 
Opportunities to attend professional development   267 3.13  1.15 
I receive recognition from the building principal    269 3.13 1.15 
I obtain adequate supervision from special education supervisors 265 3.01 0.99 
Routine paperwork are reasonable       268 2.76  1.12 
I receive recognition from special education supervisors  264 2.62 1.13 
 
aItems are in abbreviated form 
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Overall, respondents’ mean frequency scores varied, with some retention items 
occurring frequently, and others less frequently. The mean ratings of the twenty-five items 
ranged from a high of 4.61 to a low of 2.62. “Teaching special education provides me with 
challenges” (mean = 4.61), “My desire is to work with children with disabilities” (mean = 
4.50) and “My desire is that children with disabilities reach their highest potential” (mean = 
4.42), were items that were most frequently experienced according to the teachers. These 
three highly rated items constituted the commitment factor. Thus, teachers perceived that 
they were highly committed to teaching in special education. Items that yielded the lowest 
mean scores were “I obtain adequate supervision from special education supervisors” (mean 
= 3.01), “Routine paperwork are reasonable” (mean= 2.76), followed by “I receive 
recognition from special education supervisors” (mean= 2.62).  
A review of the ratings of the two subscales indicate some consistency in teachers’ 
ratings of items. Four of the items rated as highly important were also regarded as occurring 
frequently (mean Importance and Frequency scores are provided respectively): 
1. My desire is that children with disabilities reach their highest potential(4.90, 4.42)  
2. I can talk openly, honesty with parents (4.69, 3.87)      
3. My job lets me use my skills and abilities fully (4.66, 4.01) 
4. Adequate equipment and materials are available (4.64, 3.77) 
Similarly, some items that were rated as among the least important retention items 
were also rated as occurring least often, (mean Importance and Frequency scores are 
provided respectively): 
1. I receive recognition from the building principal (3.97, 3.13)   
2. I obtain adequate supervision from special education supervisors (3.85, 3.01) 
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3. I receive recognition from special education supervisors (3.57, 2.62)  
Although these three items (which fell under the School Support dimension) were perceived 
as least important in this study, their mean Importance scores were above average, indicating 
the importance of these items to the retention of teachers.  
Four items were identified whereby teachers’ Importance scores were high but 
Frequency scores were low, indicating a mismatch between the ideal and realistic retention 
items. The items and their mean Importance and Frequency scores respectively were:  
1. Number of students on my caseload is reasonable (4.68, 3.39) 
2. I receive support from parents of children with disabilities (4.68, 3.46) 
3. Adequate mentoring is provided to new teachers (4.63, 3.35) 
4. I participate in making important educational decisions (4.63, 3.32) 
Following the identification of the most important and most frequently occurring 
retention items, the next focus of the study concerned whether the Importance and the 
Frequency subscale scores were significantly different from one another. The third research 
question in this study was, ‘Is there a significant discrepancy between what current and 
former special education teachers expect and what they actually experience in their work?’ It 
was hypothesized that there would be a significant discrepancy between teachers’ 
perceptions of the importance and actual frequency of retention factors. Paired t-tests were 
computed to compare the respondents’ perceptions of important and frequently-occurring 
retention items and the results are presented in Table 15. An alpha level of .05 was used to 
determine statistical significance.  
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Table 15. Paired differences in means between the respondents’ perceptions of 
important and frequent retention factors  
Factor    N  Mean   SD     t   p  
 
Parent Interaction 
Importancea    256  18.39   1.87  25.31*  0.00 
Frequencyb      14.03   2.47  
School Support 
Importance   247  34.22   4.02   21.03*  0.00 
Frequency    26.26   5.86  
Teacher Expectations 
Importance   252  22.94   2.07  21.50*  0.00 
Frequency     18.10   3.25 
Job Responsibilities 
Importance   257  22.58   2.30  24.86*  0.00 
Frequency    16.10   3.44 
Commitment 
Importance   264  13.94   1.34    4.22*  0.00 
Frequency    13.54   1.57 
 
aImportance: 1 = Not at all important, 2 = Not important, 3 = Somewhat important, 4 = 
Important, and 5 =  Very important 
 
bFrequency: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Some of the time, 4 = Most of the time, and 5 = All 
of the time 
Results of these analyses indicated that there were statistically significant differences 
in teachers’ beliefs regarding the importance of the retention factors as compared to the 
frequency of these factors. Significant differences were observed for all five dimensions. 
Significantly higher scores were found for the Importance subscales compared to scores on 
the Frequency subscales (i.e. the retention subscales had higher means on the importance 
measure than on the frequency measures). These results indicate that teachers’ perceptions 
regarding the importance of retention factors were higher than their perceptions regarding the 
actual presence of these factors. 
 The third research question was also approached from another perspective, with the 
aim of assessing the level of discrepancy between Importance and Frequency scores. To 
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determine if there was a discrepancy between teachers’ ideals and the reality of their work 
experiences, the investigator obtained the mean differences between the ratings of the 
Importance and Frequency of the factors. A summary of the discrepancy scores are provided 
in Table 15. The results are for both Stayers and Transfers combined. 
Table 16. Discrepancy between importance and frequency ratings 
 
 
Variable   Importance    Frequency   Discrepancy 
   N Mean    N Mean      
 
1. Parent interaction  261 18.35   260 14.06   4.29 
2. School support   257 34.23   253 26.27   7.96 
3. Teacher expectations  260 22.95   254 18.09   4.86 
4. Job responsibilities  261 22.56   261 16.10   6.46 
5. Commitment   264 13.94    267 13.54   0.40 
     
 
Among the five factors, the largest discrepancy between the ideal and the reality for 
participants was school support (7.96). This implies that teachers value school support, but 
they receive much less support than they desire.  The second highest discrepancy was for job 
responsibilities (6.46) whereby once again teachers’ perceived importance of job 
responsibilities was higher than the perceived frequency of job-related responsibilities. On 
the other hand, the lowest discrepancy between ideal and reality occurred in the area of 
commitment (0.40). Teachers’ ratings of the importance of the commitment factor seemed to 
match the reality of how much teachers were actually committed to teaching special 
education.  
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Stayer and Transfer Teacher Perceptions Regarding Retention 
The final research question was, ‘Do current and former special education teachers 
differ significantly in how they rate the importance and the frequency of the retention 
factors?’ Independent samples t-tests were conducted to determine whether the differences in 
perception of retention factors between the two groups of respondents were statistically 
significant. The ten subscale scores for Stayers were compared with the scores of Transfers. 
Table 17 indicates that, at the .05 significant level, there were several instances in which 
subscale score comparisons between Stayers and Transfers resulted in significant differences 
between the two groups.  
Table 17. Comparisons between Stayers’ and Transfers’ ratings regarding Importance 
and Frequency of retention factors  
 
 
Variable    Stayers  Transfers   
    M  SD  M  SD       t   
      Importance 
Parent interaction   18.31  1.91  18.55 2.05   -0.70  
School support    34.01  4.04 35.36  3.73    -2.11* 
Teacher expectations    22.88  2.09  23.34  1.94    -1.39 
Job responsibilities    22.52  2.28  22.80 2.52    -0.66 
Commitment     13.98  1.32  13.76  1.46      0.90 
 
Frequency 
Parent interaction   14.32  2.44  12.60  2.13    4.63*    
School support    26.58  5.89 24.65  5.28    2.08* 
Teacher expectations    18.46  3.04  16.17  3.58    3.83* 
Job responsibilities    16.23  3.37 15.31  3.88    1.40 
Commitment     13.61  1.48  13.19  1.95    1.28 
 
In terms of the Importance measure, Transfers’ ratings of the importance of four of 
the factors were higher than the ratings of  Stayers. In particular, Transfers reported 
significantly higher importance scores for the ‘school support’ measure than Stayers (t = -
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2.11 (N = 257), p = .039). This finding implies that whereas the factor of school support was 
important to Stayers, it was much more important to Transfers.  
In terms of the Frequency measure, Stayers ratings of how often retention factors 
were taking place were higher than ratings of Transfer teachers. Ratings regarding the 
Frequency of three factors (parent interaction, school support, and teacher expectations) were 
statistically different. Former special education teachers’ ratings of these three retention 
factors were significantly lower than the ratings of current special education teachers. 
Conversely, there were no significant differences between the perceptions of the two groups 
of respondents regarding the occurrence of job responsibilities and commitment variables.  
 In order to better understand the nature of the differences between Stayers and 
Transfer ratings, further analyses were conducted on the subscale scores where significant 
differences between Stayers and Transfers were observed. Table 18 shows that Stayers and 
Transfers differed significantly on only two items related to the importance of school 
support: ‘I obtain adequate supervision from special education supervisors, ’ and ‘I get 
support from the AEA team.’ In both cases, Transfer teachers reported higher mean scores 
than Stayers. 
Table 18. Ratings of the importance of school support  
 
 
    Stayers    Transfers  
Item    N Mean  SD   N Mean  SD      t 
1. I get support from special   
education supervisors   224 4.63 0.72  43 4.70  0.51   -0.69 
2. I receive recognition   
 from the building principal  223 3.97 0.88  42 3.95  1.08    0.09 
3. I am able to collaborate with  
general education teachers  226 4.60 0.64  43 4.74 0.44   -1.84 
4. I obtain adequate supervision  
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Table 18 continued 
 
    Stayers    Transfers  
Item    N Mean  SD   N Mean  SD      t 
 
from special ed. supervisors 223 3.77 1.00  43 4.23  0.81   -3.27* 
5.  I am able to collaborate with  
fellow special ed. teachers 223 4.39 0.75  43 4.49  0.59   -0.99 
6. I get support from the building 
principal   224 4.70 0.52  43 4.77  0.68   -0.64 
7. I get support from the AEA 
 team    225 4.42 0.78  43 4.67  0.52   -2.7* 
8. I receive recognition from 
special ed. supervisors  224 3.55 1.02  43 3.70  1.06   -0.85 
 
* p ≤ .05 
  Within the Frequency dimension, the three subscales of parent interaction, school 
support, and teacher expectations revealed significant differences between Stayers and 
Transfers. A review of the parent interaction subscale indicates that teachers differed 
significantly on all four variables related to parent interaction. Table 19 illustrates that 
current special education teachers indicated higher frequency of collaborating with, receiving 
support, and interacting with parents compared with former special education teachers. 
Table 19. Ratings of the frequency of parent interaction  
 
 
        Stayers    Transfers  
Item        N Mean  SD  N Mean  SD  t 
      
1. Parents have high expectations  
for their children with disabilities  226 3.28  0.72  42 2.90  0.76 2.96* 
2. I am able to collaborate with 
parents        223 3.61  0.83  42 3.00  0.70 5.02* 
3. I receive support from parents   222 3.52  0.79  41 3.15  0.76 2.86* 
4. I can talk openly, honesty with 
parents        220 3.93  0.80  41 3.56  0.90 2.47* 
 
* p ≤ .05 
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Table 20 summarizes the data on the frequency of school support by Stayer and 
Transfer teachers. The mean scores for three variables were significantly higher among 
Stayers than Transfers: ‘I am able to collaborate with general education teachers,’ ‘I am able 
to collaborate with fellow special education teachers, ’and ‘I get support from the building 
principal.’ The results suggest that Stayers felt they were receiving more support than 
Transfer teachers. 
Table 20. Ratings of the frequency of school support  
 
 
    Stayers    Transfers  
Item    N Mean  SD   N Mean  SD  t 
1. I get support from special  
education supervisors   226 3.51 1.11  41 3.54  0.90 -0.15 
2. I receive recognition 
 from the building principal  227 3.15 1.17  42 3.00  1.01   0.86 
3. I am able to collaborate with 
general education teachers  227 3.58 0.96  42 3.00 1.06   3.29* 
4. I obtain adequate supervision 
from special ed. supervisors 224 3.03 1.17  41 2.93  1.10   0.55 
5.  I am able to collaborate with 
fellow special ed. teachers 226 3.38 1.13  42 2.98  1.14   2.10* 
6. I get support from the building 
principal   227 3.75 1.12  42 3.33  0.98   2.49* 
7. I get support from the AEA 
 team    225 3.56 1.11  41 3.41  0.92   0.93 
8. I receive recognition from 
special ed. supervisors  223 2.65 1.13  41 2.46  1.14   0.94 
 
* p≤ .05 
Ratings of the frequency of teacher expectations were significantly higher in favor of 
Stayers (Table 21).  Stayers more often than Transfers believed that  their expectations 
regarding their work (e.g., ‘Adequate equipment and materials are available’, ‘There are clear 
guidelines regarding job responsibilities’, and ‘Adequate mentoring is provided to new 
special education teachers’) were met more often than Transfers.  
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Table 21. Ratings of the frequency of teacher expectations  
 
 
    Stayers    Transfers  
Item    N Mean  SD   N Mean  SD  t 
1. Adequate equipment and  
materials are available   226 3.85  0.70  41 3.34  0.85 3.63* 
2. There are clear guidelines 
regarding job responsibilities 227 3.52  0.90  41 3.15  0.99 2.25* 
3. There is a well formulated 
policy on special education   225 3.45  0.95  41 3.22  0.48 1.35 
4. My job lets me use my 
skills and abilities fully   226 4.06  0.82  41 3.76 0.99 1.83 
5. Adequate mentoring is    
provided to new teachers 220 3.47  1.07   41 2.71  1.31  3.51* 
 
* p ≤ .05 
Summary on Retention Factors 
Teachers rated certain variables as being more important than others in terms of 
retention. They also identified retention variables that occur more frequently than others. The 
means of the Importance items ranged from above average to high (3.57 - 4.90), whereas the 
means of the Frequency items varied from a low of 2.62 to a high of 4.61. Teachers’ ratings 
of Importance were significantly different from their ratings of the Frequency of retention 
factors. The respondents highlighted school support as the variable having the largest 
discrepancy between their ideal work situations and the reality of their work. All the 
respondents rated school support as highly important (mean = 34.22), but they rated the 
actual support they received as much lower (mean = 26.26). On the other hand, teachers 
indicated that there was only a slight discrepancy between their perceptions of the 
importance of commitment (mean = 13.94) and their perceptions of their actual commitment 
levels (mean = 13.54). 
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Current special education teachers differed significantly from former special 
education teachers with regard to their perceptions of 1) the importance of school support and 
2) the frequency of parent interaction, school support, and teacher expectations. For instance, 
whereas former special educators valued the factor of school support more than current 
special education personnel did, the Transfer teachers perceived that they were receiving this 
support less often than Stayers.   
Job Satisfaction 
In addition to describing and comparing special educators’ perceptions of retention 
factors, data were also collected regarding teachers’ feelings about their work.  Part B of the 
survey assessed teachers’ perceptions regarding job satisfaction and burnout. Participants 
were asked to indicate how often they were satisfied in their work as special education 
teachers. Teachers rated their job satisfaction on a 7-point scale ranging from once a year to 
everyday. Table 22 illustrates how current and former special educators rated their job 
satisfaction, with higher scores indicating higher levels of job satisfaction. Descriptive 
statistics indicate that the highest mean scores, for all the participants, were for the item, “I 
look forward to going to work everyday.” Conversely, all respondents indicated low 
satisfaction with their income. Independent t-tests were conducted, comparing the responses 
of the two groups on the measure of job satisfaction. Current special education teachers 
reported significantly higher levels of job satisfaction (mean = 25.72) than former special 
education teachers (mean = 22.68).  
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Table 22. Job satisfaction of respondents 
 
     Stayers (n = 203) Transfers (n = 40)  
Item     Mean  SD   Mean  SD   t  
1. I feel satisfied with 
opportunity to accomplish…  5.68 1.33  5.23  1.59  1.73 
2. I look forward to going   
to work everyday   6.11  1.21  5.60 1.50  2.06* 
3. I feel satisfied with  
my job      5.84 1.29  4.95  1.43  3.68* 
4. I feel satisfied with  
opportunity to develop…  5.12 1.70  4.55  1.74  1.90 
5. I feel satisfied with  
amount of income   3.09 2.08  2.35  1.79  2.32* 
Total    25.72  5.67  22.68  6.03  2.95* 
 
*p ≤ .05 
Burnout 
A set of four items was employed to assess levels of burnout. An example of an item 
is, ‘I feel emotionally drained from my work.’ Teachers rated how often they felt that way on 
a 7-point scale ranging from once a year to everyday. Table 23 shows how Stayers and 
Transfers rated burnout, with higher scores indicating higher levels of burnout. The burnout 
scores of the respondents were at moderate levels. The highest incidence of burnout was 
observed for the item, ‘I feel used up at the end of the day,’ with ratings of 4.91 and 5.63 for 
Stayers and Transfers, respectively. Current special education teachers reported significantly 
lower levels of burnout (mean = 16.08) than former special education teachers (mean = 
19.53).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
67
Table 23. Burnout of respondents 
 
 
     Stayers (n = 218) Transfers (n = 36) 
Item     Mean  SD   Mean  SD       t  
1. I feel emotionally 
drained …    4.22 1.33  5.13  1.59  -3.38* 
2. I feel used up   
at the end of workday   4.91  1.21  5.63 1.50  -3.21* 
3. I feel strained from  
working…      3.58 1.29  4.24  1.43  -2.03* 
4. I feel burned out  
from my work    3.28 1.70  4.42  1.74   3.56* 
Total    16.08  5.58  19.53  5.51  -3.47* 
 
*p ≤ .05 
Motivation for Entering the Special Education Profession 
One of the survey items was designed to determine 1) what motivated teachers to 
pursue the special education profession, and 2) whether Stayers’ and Transfers’ reasons for 
pursuing this profession were different. Teachers were asked to respond Yes or No to whether 
any of the items in part C of the survey influenced their decision to become special education 
teachers. Table 24 summarizes the responses of the two groups of participants, indicating the 
proportion who agreed that a certain variable influenced them to enter the profession.  
Among the factors listed, ‘Personal decision’ was selected by the majority of both 
Stayers (94.7%) and Transfers (92.5%) who responded as a major influence on their decision 
to pursue a special education career.  A second strong influence for all the teachers was, ‘The 
challenge of teaching students with disabilities. ’ The least influential factor was ‘Better 
salary’ with only 10% of all respondents indicating it was a motivator. ‘Having a family 
member with a disability’ was perceived as influential by only 18.7% of the respondents. 
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Table 24. Factors influencing the decision to enter the special education profession 
 
     Stayers  Transfers   
Item    N  %  N  %  df  χ2   p 
       
1. Personal decision    213  94.7  37  92.5 1 0.29 .401 
2. Better salary      25  11.1  2 5.0 1 1.39 .189 
3. Only opening…      68 30.1  23 57.5 1 11.35  .001* 
4. Prior experience…    142  63.1  28  70.0 1 0.70 .258 
5. Encouraged to teach  135  59.7  27  67.5 1 0.86 .227 
6. Family members…     69  30.7  16  41.0 1 1.63 .138 
7. Challenge of teaching…  187  82.4  28  70.0 1 3.32 .058 
8. Family member with disability   39  17.5 10  25.6 1 1.45 .162  
      
*p ≤ .05 
Chi-square statistical analyses were conducted, comparing the ratings of each of the 
possible motivations for entering the special education profession. The only variable where 
Stayers and Transfers responded significantly different was the factor, ‘Only opening 
available’, with a significantly greater percentage of former special education teachers 
(57.5%) indicating that this factor influenced them to become special education teachers 
compared to the Stayers (30.1%). This finding suggests that a significantly greater number of 
former special educators than current special educators became special education teachers 
because the special education position was the only position available to them at the time. 
A review of the responses in the ‘Other’ category revealed several other reasons why 
teachers entered the profession. For the most part, teachers reiterated that their previous 
experience working with people with disabilities contributed to their decision to become 
special education teachers. Teachers cited diverse experiences. Some had worked as para-
educators, whereas others cited their student teaching experience. Other responses included, 
“Experience at Woodward State Hospital,” and “Experiences with camps and tutoring.” The 
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influence of other people was noted as an additional reason to enter the field. One teacher 
noted he was encouraged to teach special education by a professor at a local university. At 
least two teachers attributed their becoming special education professionals to reading books. 
One respondent specifically noted a desire to be like Anne Sullivan, the famous teacher of 
Helen Keller (Helen became the first blind and deaf person to graduate from college and she 
also became a world famous author, speaker and activist).  Some reasons were student-
centered: “School was not easy for me so I wanted to help students in the same boat…,”  
“The sparkle in each student’s eyes when he/she finally gets it– priceless!” Other reasons 
were personal: “My son is autistic.” For some respondents the profession sounded right (“It 
is the right place to be.”) or they liked the challenge (“I like the challenge. The kids are 
great!”). 
At the same time, at least two teachers indicated they were not in the profession by their 
own choice or they were dissatisfied in the profession: 
 
“Forced to. I teach regular education ART. Special education students are integrated into 
my classroom. Assistants come with most of them. I never desired to teach them.” 
 
“Had I known that teacher salaries were going to be so low after years of service- I would 
have never chosen education or special education!” 
 
Unique responses were obtained from two respondents who stated that they had moved to 
special education from general education: “Moved from general education to special 
education because of this challenge (of teaching students with disabilities),” and “Cut from 
general education job, but love my present special education job.” 
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Caseload 
Teachers were asked to indicate the size of their caseload. When the data were 
analyzed, it was found that teachers responded to this question in various ways. Some wrote 
a specific number of students, others provided a range of numbers, whereas others indicated 
the average number of students that they served. To provide more reliable and consistent 
information, the data were averaged. For example, if a respondent indicated teaching 11 to 15 
students, the mean of 13 was used as the caseload size. Among the respondents, the average 
caseload was found to be approximately 15 students per teacher. There was no significant 
difference in caseload size between Stayers and Transfers, and a breakdown of the range of 
students served indicates that most teachers teach between eleven to twenty students with 
disabilities (see Table 25).  
Table 25. Distribution of caseload  
 
 
Number of students   Stayers   Transfers    
     N  %   N  % 
  
1-10         56  25.3     8  20.0 
11-20      137  61.9   27 67.5 
21-30         22 18.1     5 12.5 
≥ 30          6   4.9     -    - 
 
 
Besides reporting the caseload, many respondents indicated on their surveys 
additional information related to caseload size that were informative, as shown Table 26. 
These data indicate that caseload size varied during the year, that while teachers were serving 
students with IEPS (Individualized Education Programs) they were also collaborating in 
teaching other students struggling in their studies but not yet determined to have disabilities. 
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Furthermore, case load size was not the only determinant of work load, but so was the level 
of disability of students. In addition, besides working with the students, teachers also had to 
oversee associates and para-educators. 
Table 26. Sample of statements regarding caseload  
Numbers IEPs Levels Other 
 
Varied- at times  as few 
as 7 other times as many 
as 18    
 
Current IEPs = 8; 
collaborate with 50 
 
14 with 2 of 
those weighed 
level 3                  
 
Some students not 
counted because  
shared with B.D 
(behavior 
disorders) but I 
had them most of 
the time 
23 in program, 5-7 in 
caseload; Number varies 
during the yr as students 
come & go 
13 IEPs, 18 
supplement/intensive    
 
I have had as 
many as 23- 
combination of 
Level 1/2/3 
(LD, BD, 
MD,ED, etc) 
 
From 2-5 in all age 
levels per class         
 
10 on roster plus others 
through inclusion              
.                        
 
15 IEPs and 30+ in 
various classes              
 
Extreme level 
III seven 
students                
 
26 case managers, 
50 students  in 
class per day that I 
had to write IEPs 
Right now just 9- I have 
had as high as 23 on rule 
exceptions. I like new 
collaboration with 
gen.ed, but there is still a 
place for individual 
remedial work when 
appropriate. 
16 (6 with IEPs) 
14 IEPS (see more 
students than that)        
  
 
These additional data imply that beside caseload, other variables are important to 
teachers working with students with disabilities, including the number of students for whom 
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a teacher has to write an IEP (individualized education plan), the level of a student’s 
disability, and collaborating with colleagues and assistants. 
Overall Work Satisfaction  
Teachers were asked to respond to the question “Overall, how satisfied are you 
teaching special education?” Results indicated high levels of satisfaction for both current and 
former special education teachers.  
Over ninety percent (n = 205) of the Stayers who responded indicated they were very 
satisfied or somewhat satisfied working in special education. Similarly, eighty three percent 
(n = 34) of Transfer teachers reported that they were satisfied during the last year they had 
taught special education. On the other hand, less than ten percent of Stayers (n = 20) and 
seventeen percent of Transfers (n = 7) reported dissatisfaction with their work. Stayers 
reported higher work satisfaction than Transfers χ2 (3, N = 266) = 10.15, p = .017. 
Plans to Teach Special Education in the Future 
To obtain an idea of career plans for the following year, Stayers were asked about 
their plans to continue teaching. When asked, “Do you plan to remain in your current job the 
next year?”  Over eighty percent (n = 153) of the respondents stated Yes, with slightly more 
than 10% (n = 21) responding No and 4% (n = 7) stating they were Not sure (see Figure 2).  
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Figure 2: Short-term plans to remain in job 
This finding regarding the teaching plans of Stayers for next year concurred with 
findings from Hofstedt (2005) who concluded that “Iowa special education teachers’ 
decisions to stay, leave, or begin teaching were relatively consistent from year to year, with a 
large proportion of special education teachers (79.7%) staying within the field” (p. 11).  
Stayers were also asked about their plans to continue teaching on a long-term basis. 
Over thirty percent of current special education teachers (n = 59) indicated that they would 
continue teaching until retirement. Only twenty-one teachers, slightly more than ten percent 
of the Stayers who responded, indicated they were planning to ‘leave as soon as possible’ or 
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to ‘leave within a year’. This response was very reassuring in terms of ascertaining that most 
teachers would remain in the workforce. It must also be taken into account that some of the 
teachers who indicated they would be leaving within a certain number of years would be 
leaving due to retirement. This finding is further reinforced by the fact that the mean age of 
the Stayers who responded to this survey was 52.7 years. Billingsley (2004b) noted that 
short-term teaching plans will have a stronger relationship to attrition than long-term plans.  
Reasons for Leaving Special Education to Transfer to General Education 
To elicit reasons why former special education teachers transferred to general 
education, an open-ended question was included in the surveys that were sent to the Transfer 
teachers. The responses to this question were categorized according to themes. The major 
themes that emerged included: Work-related themes (collaboration, paperwork, staff, 
support), students (variety of students served, sheer numbers of students, parents of students), 
administrative (new position openings, program changes), personal (family issues, 
preferences for job positions, need for a change), location (desire to teach in a certain 
building or district), and affective (burnout, frustration, isolation). The responses were then 
counted and listed in descending order according to which category had the most responses. 
Out of the 43 Transfers in this study, almost eighty percent of them responded (n = 34) to this 
question. A summary of reasons for transferring to teaching general education given by 
former special education teachers in this study is provided in Table 27. The number of 
responses add up to more than the number of respondents because teachers could provide 
more than one reason for transferring. 
The reasons most frequently cited for transferring to general education were too much 
paperwork, burnout, lack of support, and too many students. In terms of support, former 
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special education teachers reported a lack of support from the AEA (Area Education Agency) 
consultant, from the special education department chairperson, from administrators, from 
parents, and from the district. One teacher indicated that there was lack of AEA support and 
added: “The AEA consultant skills were poor.” Support was one of the five retention factors 
in this study which teachers perceived as important but was not provided as frequently as 
desired in schools. 
One of the leading causes for transferring is the lack of collaboration or time to 
collaborate between special education and general education teachers. Several responses had 
to do with relations with fellow staff or administrators, particularly lack of collaboration: 
 
“… never had time built into the school day to collaborate with general or special 
education teachers.” 
 
“It was hard working with some of the regular education teachers- they wouldn't 
change.”                      
 
Some of the reasons for transferring were tied to administrative decisions such as 
lower student enrollments leading to positions being eliminated, as stated below:  
 
“Numbers in special education eliminated need to teach in this capacity” 
 
“Cuts were made in SCI (special class with integration) program due to lower 
enrollment. Since I was the lowest in seniority, I was the one transferred.” 
 
“I was moved by Administration (in August) because of an unexpected large influx of 
kindergarteners over the summer. I now teach Kindergarten.”                                                               
 
Thus, it appears that some changes start at the student level, and then impact 
administrators, who subsequently make decisions that affect teacher positions and 
assignments.  
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Table 27. Reasons for transferring to teach general education 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Reasons for transfer      Number stating reason 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Paperwork         6 
Burnout        6 
Lack of support        6 
Too many students served       5 
Lack of planning time       4 
Position opened up/only available position    4 
Lack of collaboration        4 
Stress          3 
Location         3 
Desire to be in general education      3 
IEP-related         3 
Teaching environment       3 
Not treated as real teacher/ not respected     3 
Program/position eliminated       3 
Preferred to teach at elementary level     3 
Want ownership of class       3 
Personal/family issue        2 
Not able to make changes/help students     2 
Ready for/need for a change       2 
Diversity of students or subjects      2 
Frustration         2 
Parent expectations & involvement      2 
Numerous hours of work       2 
Students -difficult to teach/not function well    2 
Staff/Lack of personnel       2 
Rules/NCLB regulations        2 
Poor pay         1 
No professional recognition       1 
Dealing mostly with behavior issues (rather than academic)  1 
Lack of materials        1 
Para-educators with no training      1 
Moved by administration       1 
Isolation from general education      1 
Classrooms relocated        1 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Some of the responses were directly related to the teaching of students. At least two 
teachers stated that they did not feel they were helping students or making programming 
changes. Thus for some teachers the decision to transfer to general education was influenced 
by self efficacy (i.e., how much teachers believe they can affect student outcomes). Some 
teachers indicated that the students were difficult to teach. At the same time, a number of 
teachers attributed their transfer to the opening up of new positions, for example, “I wanted 
to be in an elementary building and at the time only regular education positions were 
available where I wanted to go,” or “A social studies position opened up in my building and 
that was my original/first choice to teach.” 
This study revealed another reason to transfer to general education, the lack of 
collegiality among teachers, as stated by one teacher: “Other teachers and parents didn’t treat 
you as a real teacher.”  At least two respondents alluded to rules and the current No Child 
Left Behind (NCLB) regulations as reasons for transfer “Special education regulations in 
NCLB are not reasonable in the real world…The kids are terrific- the regulations aren’t.”     
Not all of the attrition is undesirable. Some teachers in this study appeared to have a 
preference for teaching general education, as a number of teachers reported that their 
teaching preference was general education. It is interesting that some teachers left special 
education because they specifically wanted ownership of their own classroom: 
 
“… I loved the kids but not all the progress monitoring, paperwork, rules, and 
isolation from general education population. I missed the classroom community and 
lost touch with expectations for general kids.” 
 
 
“I had always worked under the inclusion model during my years in special 
education. I didn’t have a room of my own and always felt like a guest in others’ 
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classrooms. I wanted to experience the challenge of having my own class- some 
ownership of how to run my day.”                                                                    
 
For some teachers, the decision to transfer was the result of a combination of factors, 
as one teacher noted:  
“I wanted to be in regular education. I only accepted a special education position to 
get my foot in the door. I enjoyed it, but my heart was in the regular classroom. 
Teacher burnout was one more deciding factor in my leaving special education. When 
given a chance to move into kindergarten- I never looked back.” 
 
In summary, teachers tended to transfer to general education out of their own volition, 
due to the decisions of others’ particularly administrators, or based on a combination of other 
factors. Of particular importance is the fact that, in some cases, when work-related factors 
negatively impacted a teacher personally or her family, this seemed to augment matters and 
result in the ultimate decision to stop teaching special education and switch to teaching 
general education. The decision to transfer to teach general education was often a 
multifaceted one. The following response by one of the Transfer teachers summarizes to a 
great extent the experiences of some former special education teachers in this study:  
 “The days were very demanding, but I enjoyed the students, the parents, the 
changing challenges. The paperwork was overwhelming. I often did not get planning 
time, lunchtime, and never had time built into the school day to collaborate with 
general or special education teachers. I spent my weekends at school doing 
paperwork instead of being with my family.” 
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSIONS 
This chapter presents a summary of the major findings. Conclusions are presented 
based on the research questions. Limitations of the study are addressed, and 
recommendations for practice and further research are suggested. 
Summary 
The persistent shortage of special education teachers demands a closer scrutiny of the 
factors that influence the career decisions of teachers. Teachers enter the special education 
profession for various reasons. Some professionals decide to remain in the field, whereas 
others choose to leave for a variety of reasons. The growing numbers of students with 
disabilities demand the availability of qualified teachers to teach them. However, there are 
not enough teachers filling the special education positions that are vacant.  
One concern involves the teacher shortage that occurs when teachers leave their 
special education teaching positions to take general education teaching positions. It is 
important to understand the reasons for this transfer with the goal of retaining more special 
educators in the field. A second concern is to find out whether teachers’ expectations of their 
work setting match the reality. Any discrepancy between what teachers value about their 
work setting and what they experience in their work setting in schools needs to be addressed. 
It is hoped that this will reduce work dissatisfaction as well as the likelihood of leaving the 
field.  
This study was conducted to determine special education teachers’ perceptions of 
their work and whether their perceptions influence their career decisions. Previous research 
on special education teacher retention has identified certain factors as being important. 
Researchers including Billingsley (1993) and Brownell and Smith (1993) developed 
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conceptual models that help us better understand how special education teachers make career 
decisions. They focused on demographic variables, work factors, personal factors, and 
external factors. Work factors were found to be among the most important and most 
amenable to change. Other researchers (Gersten et al., 2001) further identified specific work 
factors that were critical to the retention of special education teachers: Job design, 
administrative support, and professional development. Moreover, researchers over the years 
have recommended different retention strategies to address the teacher shortage. Thus, 
previous research mainly focused on finding retention factors that are important to teachers. 
Despite the knowledge base about various retention strategies that can be used to 
discourage teacher attrition and promote retention, there is limited research regarding 
whether what teachers value about their work is actually present. This study arose out of a 
need to go beyond this research base, and focused on the perceptions of teachers regarding 
the importance and the frequency of retention factors. Four research questions guided this 
study: 
1. What do current and former special education teachers identify as the most important 
retention factors?   
2. What do current and former special education teachers identify as the most frequently 
occurring factors?   
3. Is there a significant discrepancy between what special education teachers expect and 
what they actually experience in their work? 
4. Do current and former special education teachers differ significantly in how they rate 
the importance and the frequency of retention factors? 
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Survey research methodology was employed in this study. The Special Education 
Teacher Retention Survey was used to collect data. The instrument consisted of four sections: 
Part A- Perceptions regarding importance and frequency of retention factors, Part B- Job 
satisfaction and burnout, Part C- Motivation to join the special education profession, and Part 
D- Demographic information. The reliability coefficients of the subscales ranged from .57 to 
.82. The job satisfaction and burnout scales had reliability coefficients of .78 and .85 
respectively.  
Five hundred and nine surveys were sent to special education teachers across the state 
of Iowa, including all former special education teachers who had transferred to general 
education, and a random sample of teachers currently teaching special education. A response 
rate of 54% was obtained. A total of 273 special education teachers participated in this study, 
of which 230 were currently teaching special education (Stayers) and 43 were former special 
education teachers (Transfers) who were currently teaching general education. Data analyses 
involved describing and comparing the responses based on subscale scores. Descriptive 
statistics, t-tests, chi-square statistics, and content analysis were employed in data analyses. 
An unexpected finding emerged from this study: Survey return rates indicated that 
fewer numbers of special education teachers had transferred to general education teaching 
than anticipated. This finding was important in two ways: First, the conclusion was made that 
there are less teachers leaving the field to transfer to general education than expected, and 
secondly, this finding resulted in clarifying how the state of Iowa teacher database is 
employed to code and categorize teachers as Transfers, ensuring more accuracy.  
In terms of a profile, the two groups of participants in this study were similar in many 
respects: The majority of study participants were Caucasian female teachers, with a majority 
  
82
teaching at the elementary level. The respondents’ average age was 50 years old, and the 
average special education teaching experience was 19 years. However, there were significant 
difference between the two groups in terms of their age, teaching experience, salary, 
educational attainment, and the type of special education endorsement they hold. The Stayers 
who participated in this study were older, had attained higher educational levels, had more 
teaching experience, and more of them were fully endorsed to teach special education than 
Transfers.  
The study findings show that teachers’ perceptions regarding the importance and the 
frequency of retention factors vary. Generally, ratings of the retention factors indicated above 
average to high ratings of importance compared to the low to high ratings of the frequency of 
retention factors. For instance, teachers’ responses regarding Parent Interaction indicated that 
both Stayers and Transfers rated this factor as highly important. In contrast, their perceptions 
about the actual frequency of parent interaction occurring was moderate to low, indicating 
some discrepancy between ideal and realistic work situations.  
Findings of the study indicated a disparity between the retention factors valued by 
teachers and how often the retention factors occurred. Teachers’ perceptions of importance 
and frequency of retention factors were significantly different, with teachers mean scores of 
importance being significantly higher than mean scores of frequency. The largest discrepancy 
between retention factors desired and those occurring was for the School Support variable, 
with overall means of 34.23 and 26.27 for the Importance and Frequency measures 
respectively. On the other hand, the least discrepancy was evident in the commitment factor, 
indicating that teachers’ expectations of their commitment (mean = 13.94) and their actual 
level of commitment to teaching special education (mean = 13.54) were similar. Thus, 
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whereas the participants in this study appear to be committed toward teaching special 
education, the concern is that they do not receive as much support as they would like.  
An additional finding of this study was that current and former special educators have 
different perceptions regarding some of the retention factors. Regarding the Importance of 
retention factors, former special education teachers’ (Transfers) ratings were higher than 
those of Stayers. In particular, Transfers’ ratings of the importance of school support were 
significantly higher than the ratings of Stayers. The only exception was the Commitment 
factor whereby Stayers rated the importance of this factor higher than Transfers.  
Regarding the Frequency of retention factors, current special education teachers 
(Stayers) perceived higher frequency of retention factors than Transfer teachers did. Stayers’ 
and Transfers’ perceptions differed significantly on three factors: Parent interaction, school 
support, and teacher expectations. Stayers’ ratings of the frequency of these three factors 
were significantly higher than the ratings of Transfer teachers. 
The decision to become a special educator was often motivated by intrinsic reasons. 
The majority of participants indicated that their decision to become a special educator was 
first and foremost a personal decision, and secondly that they were motivated by the 
‘challenge of teaching children with disabilities.’ Prior experiences with persons having 
disabilities was a significant motivator, indicating that many teachers join this field with 
background experience about working with or relating to people with disabilities. This study 
also found that the motivations for entering the special education profession are for the most 
part similar for both current and former special education teachers. This finding regarding 
motivation reasons suggests that a majority of participants began their teaching career with 
the intention of becoming special education teachers, but later Transfer teachers decided to or 
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were forced by circumstances to leave the field. The only exception was that compared to 
Stayers, more Transfer teachers (former special education teachers) were more likely to enter 
the profession because the special education job opening was the only position available at 
the time. One Transfer teacher noted that the motivation to join the field was for ‘job 
security.’ 
 Data analyses indicated that Stayers and Transfers had about the same caseload, 
which was an average of fifteen students per teacher. Most respondents taught between 
eleven to twenty students. This finding suggests that caseload was not a significant reason for 
teachers to leave special education and move into general education. However, when 
responding to the question about the number of students in their caseload, notes that teachers 
wrote on the survey indicated that when it comes to caseload, it is not only a matter of how 
many students a teacher serves. Other important variables that should be taken into 
consideration are the level of students’ disability and the number of caseworkers and 
paraprofessionals to manage. These findings imply that teachers do not see caseload size as 
just the number of students they teach. Thus, caseload comparisons by student number may 
not be an appropriate or the best indicator of teacher workload. Further research needs to be 
conducted to discover if the variables related to caseload size, rather than the number of 
students alone, influence teachers to leave the field of special education. 
Participants in this study indicated they were committed to teaching special 
education. They reported that not only did they value the factor of commitment, but they 
were actually committed teachers.  However, commitment cannot exist in isolation. It is not 
enough to have teachers who are committed without addressing risk factors that could lead to 
lower professional and organizational commitment. Commitment has been associated with 
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leadership support, fewer role problems, lower levels of stress, more teaching experience and 
higher levels of job satisfaction (Billingsley, 2004). 
Job satisfaction is very important to teachers’ retention and productivity. The 
participants reported high levels of job satisfaction whereas indicating low satisfaction with 
income. Pay has been identified in previous research as an important factor in teacher 
retention. In this study, Stayers indicated significantly higher job satisfaction than Transfers. 
An assessment of the burnout of special education teachers indicated moderate levels of 
burnout, with teachers who transferred to teach general education feeling significantly more 
burned out than Stayers. 
 An open-ended question designed to investigate why Transfers leave the field of 
special education for general education yielded important results. Consistent with previous 
research, the top reasons for transferring that emerged were too much paperwork, burnout, 
and lack of support. The study also uncovered some additional factors such as lack of respect 
for the teachers, as well as a teacher’s preference for teaching in general education and 
having classroom ownership. These findings suggest that there are factors that can be acted 
on to decrease the transfer of teachers from the field of special education.  
On the other hand, regardless of concerted retention efforts, it is clear that some 
teachers will transfer to general education, either by choice or due to other circumstances. 
This is because they believe that the general education setting would be the best setting for 
them to serve students. In particular, the study revealed that some special educators transfer 
to general education because they prefer having ownership of the classroom.  Forces beyond 
the control of teachers are also at play, such as when programs are cut, consequently 
resulting in some teaching positions being changed or eliminated. Teachers also tend to 
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transfer because they prefer to work in certain school buildings or districts. Ultimately, the 
decision to transfer to general education is often the combination of a number of factors 
rather than the result of a single factor.  
This study sought and found teachers’ input about what they consider important to the 
retention of special education teachers. The five factors of parent interaction, school support, 
teacher expectations, job responsibilities, and commitment were valuable to teachers. 
However, it is evident from this study that what teachers idealize about their work is not what 
is happening in reality. The large discrepancy between the support that teachers value and the 
support they receive needs attention. Research has consistently established the need to 
support teachers, particularly new teachers. The fact that the Transfer teachers in this study 
were younger and had less years of experience than Stayers indicates that lack of school 
support could have influenced their decision to leave the field of special education. 
Implications 
Commitment of teachers and certification are vital to retention. Study findings that 
both current and former special education teachers were highly committed to teaching 
children with disabilities was reassuring. Likewise, high rates of certification of the teachers 
were evident, with 99% of Stayers and 87% of Transfers being fully endorsed to teach 
special education. Given this fact, it is important to make all efforts to keep these highly 
committed teachers in the field. As previous research indicates (Gersten, et al., 2001), 
emphasis should be placed on the retention of current special education teachers rather than 
on the time-consuming and expensive process of recruiting new special education teachers. 
SPeNSE (2002) concluded that limiting teacher attrition among teachers with several years of 
experience, like the Stayers in this study, is central to enhancing workforce quality.  
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 This study identified specific support areas of importance to teachers which teachers 
are not receiving, such as ‘support from the building principal’ and ‘being able to collaborate 
with general education teachers.’ Moreover, although support from parents of children with 
disabilities was highly valued, teachers indicated they were not receiving this support that 
often. Special education teachers join the field not only with the desire to teach but also 
motivated by the challenge to teach children with disabilities. They therefore need all the 
support they can get from fellow teachers, administrators, and parents.  
In terms of the work itself, the caseload item raised more questions regarding this 
aspect of the work. It is important to look beyond the caseload size in evaluating special 
education teachers’ workloads. The number of students that teachers serve may not 
accurately portray the teachers’ workload. Besides planning the education of and teaching 
students with disabilities, teachers are also charged with managing associates and para-
educators, collaborating with other teachers, serving students with different levels of 
disabilities, and all other tasks that teachers perform. In the case of smaller school districts, 
budget limitations may limit the number of teachers hired, with the possibility that teachers 
have higher caseloads. Thus workload/job design becomes an issue to be addressed at 
different levels including at the state, district, and school level. 
Findings of this study revealed that the majority of the current special educators had 
plans to remain in the special education profession. Eighty four percent of Stayers planned to 
continue teaching special education the following year. Thus the survey results concur with 
Hofstedt’s (2005) findings from longitudinal data regarding an annual retention rate of 
approximately 80% among the Stayers in Iowa. The implication for this finding is that future 
efforts should be on Stayers to make sure they are supported so that they can be able to do 
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their work. One way to promote retention of teachers is by continually assessing their needs 
and to addressing these needs. Through surveys administrators can become aware of 
concerns of teachers which may not be obvious. Billingsley (2005) stated that “Such 
assessments can be used to identify issues that need attention before teachers decide to leave. 
Teachers appreciate the opportunity to share their experiences, especially if they believe the 
information will be used to improve their work environment” (p.177).  
  As far as attrition is concerned, the study demonstrated that, in the state of Iowa, there 
are not as many teachers leaving the field to teach general education as indicated in the BEDs 
database. However, despite the findings that fewer teachers had actually transferred to special 
education, the fact remains that these Transfers represent a loss of personnel in special 
education classrooms. Therefore efforts should be made to limit special education teacher 
attrition by paying attention to school support, parent interactions and teacher expectations. 
These were the areas where Stayers and Transfers differed the most in their frequency 
ratings. Administrators should also address the reasons given by Transfer teachers for 
transferring to general education, particularly paperwork and teachers’ need for support, as 
these factors are amenable to change by administrators. In addition, the teachers who 
transferred to general education were younger and had less experience teaching special 
education than Stayers; they were beginning teachers who are in most need of support. 
Administrators should continue to support the new teachers, while evaluating whether the 
measures already in place to support these teachers, such as mentoring and professional 
development, are effective.  
In light of the findings from this study and based on previous research findings, 
administrators have roles to play to promote retention and reduce attrition. Not only do they 
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have to provide administrative support related to the management of the workplace, they also 
need to provide emotional support to teachers, so that teachers feel they belong (i.e., have a 
feeling of being part of a school community).  
Seeking teachers’ input is more vital now with the added requirements of the No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB) regulations. There are more expectations for teachers.  In 
particular, more special education teachers are now teaching in general education classrooms 
than ever before, instead of  serving in resource rooms. It means that teachers need to 
embrace the inclusion model. This requires that special and general education teachers 
collaborate so that they can best serve students with disabilities. Alongside teachers taking 
graduate courses on collaboration, time should be set aside for actual collaboration between 
special and general education teachers to take place.  
Acting on these factors may mean that there is less of a shortage of special education 
teachers. The researcher agrees with Billingsley’s (2004b) conclusion that, “A holistic look at 
creating positive work environments should not only reduce attrition behavior but also help 
sustain special educators’ involvement and commitment to their work ” (p.54).  
Limitations 
One of the limitations of this study was that Transfers responded to the survey after 
the fact. They were asked to respond to the survey based on their experiences as former 
special education teachers. Thus, their responses could be based on memory, and it was 
hoped they responded accurately in recalling their experience as special education teachers. 
In addition, the survey relied on self-reports by teachers, and it is assumed that they 
responded accurately to survey questions. 
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During the sampling process, the BEDs data were used to obtain the number of 
special education teachers who had transferred to general education. Almost 200 teachers 
were identified as Transfers. However, during data collection it was determined that there 
were coding issues in the BEDs database. In particular, some surveys that had been sent to 
Transfers were returned by teachers who indicated that they were still teaching special 
education. Further investigation of the database revealed that the initial definition of 
Transfers had been followed (had special education position codes in year 5 and had general 
education codes in year 6).  A discovery was made that Transfers who turned out to be still 
teaching special education, even though they had a general education position code, were still 
having assignment codes in special education. To code a teacher as a special or general 
educator, only the position code had been considered, not a combination of both the position 
and assignment code. This coding issue resulted in a lower sample of Transfers than 
anticipated, which subsequently lowered the response rate. At the same time, the fact that 
some Stayers received surveys meant for Transfers suggests that they could have been 
discouraged from returning their surveys. Eventually, only approximately half of the original 
Transfers who returned surveys could be correctly termed as Transfers.  
A further limitation emerged during data entry. In a few cases respondents indicated 
they would have desired better clarity on a few survey items. For example, in response to the 
item, ‘Teaching special education provided me with challenges,’ one respondent inquired 
whether ‘challenges’ referred to positive or negative challenges.  Another respondent pointed 
out that the item, ‘Parents had high expectations for their children with disabilities’ would 
have been better phrased as, “Parents had realistic expectations for their children with 
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disabilities’. For some teachers the item ‘I got support from the AEA team,’ did not apply to 
them as they were not served by an AEA (Area Education Agency).  
The reliabilities of the measures employed in this study were high, with the exception 
of the commitment subscale. Increased reliability of this subscale would provide greater 
confidence in future findings.  
It should be taken into account that when measuring perceptions, it is likely that 
teachers’ perceptions could vary from year to year. The perceptions might be different if the 
survey was given during another year when work conditions were close to ideal, or when 
teachers were serving in schools with positive work climates. Perceptions could also be 
influenced by teachers’ experiences, for example a teacher who underwent a difficult 
mediation involving a student with a disability might have more negative responses to survey 
items than one who underwent a less difficult mediation. 
This study was conducted toward the end of the school year, when teachers were 
likely to be very busy and give less priority to completing the survey. Thus, response rates 
may have been low due to this fact. Conducting the study earlier in the school year may have 
resulted in more teachers completing the survey. Finally, the results obtained in this study 
may not be generalized to other states due to the unique demographics of Iowa. 
Recommendations 
Whereas this study looked at teachers who transferred from special education to 
general education, it did not address the mobility of teachers across districts or across 
schools. Future research should focus on specific school districts where the teacher shortage 
is most prevalent in order to find the contextual reasons for the shortages of special education 
teachers. This is due to the fact that shortages of teachers are sometimes based on geography, 
  
92
with some regions experiencing greater teacher shortages than others. Indeed several teachers 
indicated that they transferred to general education so that they could take positions in a 
certain school building or school district. 
Although the number of teachers leaving special education to become general 
education teachers may not be large, there is still considerable attrition especially given the 
fact that there is a greater shortage of special education than general education teachers. 
Apart from targeting Transfers, future studies should also address other types of teachers who 
leave the field of special education, such as those who move to different districts, or resign. It 
may be that reasons for leaving the field are different among other types of leavers, thus 
providing more information regarding how special education teachers make their career 
decisions.   
Responses to the caseload item indicate a need for further research. Whereas Stayers 
and Transfers had about the same caseload, the responses they wrote on the surveys indicate 
that other factors related to the number of students they teach could impact their teaching and 
their career decisions. Caseload should be investigated further. As McLeskey et al. (2004) 
noted caseload is an area in which more research is needed to fully understand how caseloads 
are influenced by teacher shortages and how differences in caseloads influence outcomes for 
students with disabilities. 
A future study should also specifically attend to concerns that current special 
education teachers may have in relation to their work. As this study found, some needs of 
teachers are visible but some are not so obvious. In this study teachers indicated certain 
concerns such as “AEA consultant skills were poor” and “no professional recognition” as 
areas in which they were dissatisfied. Teachers rated their satisfaction with their income as 
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very low. Teachers who have decided to remain in the profession should be provided with 
opportunities to share with administrators their input and concerns regarding their work. This 
could be one way to promote special education teacher retention as well as enhance job 
satisfaction. 
Administrators have an immense role to play in the retention of special education 
teachers. Support from the building principal was reported as the third most important 
retention item in this study. Similarly, support from special education supervisors was ranked 
among the top ten important retention items. Administrators can ensure that positive work 
climates exist in schools, and that job responsibilities are clearly defined. They also need to 
pay attention to the needs of new teachers, as these teachers are at a higher risk of leaving the 
field compared to teachers with more years of teaching experience.  
Universities also have a role to play in teacher retention. At Iowa State University, the 
Educational Leadership and Policy Studies department offers courses that prepare students to 
become leaders (principals, school superintendents) in school systems. The findings from 
research should be integrated with coursework so that future principals will have up-to-date 
information on some of the aspects of special education. Principals should be familiar with 
the work of special education teachers and what types of support are valuable and needed by 
special education teachers. A collaborative approach to learning and working between 
university preparation programs and schools can lead to better educational outcomes for 
principals, teachers, and students. 
For researchers and policy makers, collecting and analyzing longitudinal data is of 
great importance in investigating teacher attrition and retention. In addition to this kind of 
data, survey and interview studies are also critical to providing in-depth information on 
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retention. Information can be obtained regarding a variety of subjects, such as the concerns of 
teachers, and why teachers leave their positions.  As this study revealed, important findings 
arise from surveying teachers regarding their day to day work. Surveys like this help capture 
what is happening in schools, and lead to a better understanding of factors that influence the 
career decisions of teachers. With changes resulting from federal and state policies, teachers’ 
input and reactions need to be sought on a regular basis in order to find out how policy 
changes affect them and how in turn the teachers react, and how all these changes impact 
student learning. By continuing to collect and study longitudinal data and assessing teachers 
regarding their working conditions, researchers and policy makers can be able to better 
understand how various factors affect recruitment and retention of special education teachers. 
For instance, policy makers can address the salary issue, as this was the item which majority 
of teachers ranked lowest on the job satisfaction measure.  
Conclusion 
 This study showed that there exists a discrepancy between teachers’ perceptions 
regarding the importance of and the frequency of retention factors (except for commitment). 
There is a need to eliminate or reduce this discrepancy, especially with regard to school 
support, parent interaction, and teacher expectations. The importance of obtaining and 
addressing teachers’ input on a regular basis has been emphasized. Relevant input from 
teachers in the field as well as other educators, professionals, and researchers should be 
implemented to stem the special education teacher shortage.  
Teachers’ perceptions regarding retention are not always the same, and there is a need 
to refine retention strategies by obtaining input from different teachers. The emphasis should 
be on implementation of retention strategies for different groups of teachers in schools. For 
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example, retention strategies should be adopted that focus on the differing needs of beginning 
as well as more experienced teachers. 
In conclusion, the career decisions that special education teachers make are 
influenced by a variety of factors. The mismatch between what teachers expect in their work 
setting and what they experience seems to account for why some teachers make the decision 
to stay in or leave the field. 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY  
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
 
College of Human Sciences 
Psychology in Education Research Lab 
Dept. of Curriculum and Instruction 
E006 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, IA 50011-3190 
VOICE: (515) 294-9191 
May 1st 2006, 
 
Dear Special Educator, 
 
As professional educators, our careers take many turns whether we are in special education or general 
education. In some cases, we move into a position and remain in that position during our time in 
education. In other cases, we move into other positions (e.g. into administration or from special 
education into general education). For the past eighteen months, the Psychology in Education 
Research Laboratory at Iowa State University has been working with the Bureau of Children, Family 
and Community Services of the Iowa Department of Education to better understand the career 
pathways of special educators in Iowa. As a current or former special education teacher, you are in a 
position to help us better understand the factors that influence the career decisions of Iowa’s special 
education professionals. 
 
Your participation is completely voluntary, and the information you provide will be held in strict 
confidence. Your responses will be coded to protect confidentiality. After all the data has been 
entered and analyzed, all identifying information will be destroyed. Your participation is very 
important and it will help administrators to understand what retention factors are important to 
teachers and ensure they are present in schools. It is critical that as many teachers as possible 
complete and return the survey so that responses are truly representative of the special education 
teachers in Iowa. The survey should take only about 10-15 minutes to complete. Your consent to 
participate in the study will be implied through return of the enclosed survey instrument.  
 
Please assist me in my research and return the survey in the self-addressed, postage-paid envelope by 
May 31, 2006. Should you have any questions about the survey, please contact F. Muturia at (515) 
294-9191, fnn@iastate.edu; or Dr G. D. Phye at (515) 294-1962. If you would like a summary of the 
results of the study, please contact me via email. If you have any questions about your rights as a 
research participant or about research-related injury, please contact the Office of Research 
Assurances, 1138 Pearson Hall, (515) 294-4566; austingr@iastate.edu. Thank you very much for 
your participation. Your effort will be greatly appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Faith Muturia, Research Assistant  Dr Gary Phye, Director 
Psychology in Education Research Lab  Psychology in Education Research Lab  
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Special Education Teacher Retention Survey  
 
The following questions ask you to consider your work as a special education teacher. Please respond to each question as best as you can. 
 
 
Part A: Please rate how important you think each of the factors below is to you as a special education teacher, and then rate how often you 
have experienced each of the factors. Use the following scales: (For each item, circle one rating under importance and one rating 
under frequency) 
 
IMPORTANCE           FREQUENCY 
1- Not at all important            1- Never   
2- Not important           2- Seldom 
3- Somewhat important           3- Some of the time  
4- Important            4- Most of the time  
5- Very important           5- All of the time 
  
IMPORTANCE Parent Interaction Factors FREQUENCY 
1 2 3 4 5   Parents have high expectations for their children with disabilities 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I am able to collaborate with parents of children with disabilities 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I receive support from parents of children with disabilities 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I can talk openly, honestly with parents of children with disabilities 1 2 3 4 5 
  
   
IMPORTANCE School Support FREQUENCY 
1 2 3 4 5   I get support from special education supervisors 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I receive recognition from the building principal 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I am able to collaborate with general education teachers 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I obtain adequate supervision from special education supervisors 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I am able to collaborate with fellow special education teachers 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I get support from the building principal 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I get support from the AEA team 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I receive recognition from special education supervisors 1 2 3 4 5 
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Please rate how important you think each of the factors below is to you as a special education teacher, and then rate how often you have 
experienced each of the factors. Use the following scales: (For each item, circle one rating under importance and one rating under 
frequency) 
 
IMPORTANCE           FREQUENCY 
1- Not at all important            1- Never   
2- Not important            2- Seldom 
3- Somewhat important            3- Some of the time  
4- Important             4- Most of the time  
5- Very important             5- All of the time 
 
IMPORTANCE Teacher Expectations FREQUENCY 
1 2 3 4 5   Adequate equipment and materials for teaching are available 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   There are clear guidelines regarding job responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   There is a well formulated school policy on special education 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   My job lets me use my skills and abilities fully 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   Adequate mentoring is provided to new special education teachers 1 2 3 4 5 
           
 
IMPORTANCE Job Responsibilities FREQUENCY 
1 2 3 4 5   Routine duties are reasonable (problem solving teams, department meetings…) 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   Teachers participate in making important educational decisions  1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   Routine paperwork are reasonable (IEPs, progress monitoring…) 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   The number of  students on my caseload is reasonable 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   Opportunities to attend professional development meetings are available 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
IMPORTANCE Commitment FREQUENCY 
1 2 3 4 5   Teaching special education provides me with challenges  1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   My desire is that children with disabilities reach their highest potential 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   My desire is to work with children with disabilities 1 2 3 4 5 
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Part B: The next set of questions concern your feelings about your job. Please indicate how often you experience the feelings below using 
the following rating scale. (circle response) 
 
 Once a 
year
A few times 
a year
Once a 
month 
A few times a 
month
Once a 
week
A few times 
a week
Everyday 
I feel emotionally drained from my work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel satisfied with the opportunity to 
accomplish something worthwhile 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel used up at the end of the workday 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I look forward to going to the work in the 
morning 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel strained from working with people all 
day  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel satisfied with my job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel satisfied with the opportunity to 
develop my skills and abilities 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel burned out from my work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel satisfied with the amount of income I 
receive 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Part C: This set of questions is related to your motivation for joining the profession, your teaching experience, overall work satisfaction, 
as well as your intention to remain in your job. 
 
1. Did the following factors influence your decision to teach special education? (please check yes or no) 
a) Personal decision ……………………………………. □ Yes  □ No  
b) Better salary …………………………………………. □ Yes   □ No   
c) Only opening available ……………………………… □ Yes  □ No   
d) Prior experience with persons having disabilities …… □ Yes   □ No  
e) Encouragement from others to teach ………………... □ Yes   □ No  
f) Having family members in education ……………….. □ Yes   □ No  
g) The challenge of teaching students with disabilities ...  □ Yes   □ No 
h) Having a family member with a disability .................. □ Yes   □ No 
i) Other (please specify) ___________________________________________ 
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2. How many years have you taught? _____________________________________Years 
 
3. How many years have you taught special education? _______________________Years 
 
4. Overall, how satisfied are you with teaching special education? (please check one) 
□ Very satisfied   
□ Somewhat satisfied   
□ Somewhat dissatisfied    
□ Very dissatisfied 
 
5.  Do you plan to remain in your current job next school year? (please check one) 
□ Yes    
□ No    
□ Not sure  
 
6. How long do you plan to remain teaching in special education? (please check one) 
□ leave as soon as possible  
□ leave within a year  
□ leave within 2- 4 years 
□ plan to stay 5 years  
□ plan to stay 10 years  
□ plan to stay longer than 15 years  
□ plan to stay until retirement  
  
7. How many students are on your caseload?  _________________________________ 
 
8. My current employment status is: (please check one)  
□ Special education teacher 
□ General education teacher 
□ Working in special education administration or other capacity 
□ Working in general education administration or other capacity 
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Part D: The final set of questions concerns your personal and professional characteristics. (Please check one) 
 
1. What is your gender? 
□ Male     
□ Female    
 
2. What is your current marital status? 
□ Single      
□ Married     
□ Divorced   
□ Separated     
□ Widowed    
  
3. What is your ethnic background? 
□ Caucasian      
□ African American/Black  
□ Hispanic/Latino  
□ Asian   
□ Native American    
□ Other (please specify) _________________   
4. What is the highest degree you have obtained? 
□ Bachelors      
□ Masters    
□ Doctorate     
□ Other (please specify) _________________ 
 
5. What is your current teaching level? 
□ Pre-K      
□ Elementary School    
□ Middle School/Junior High   
□ High School     
□ Other (please specify) __________________   
   
6. What is your special education endorsement status? 
□ Fully endorsed for position    
□ Have a conditional license 
□ Have an emergency license 
 
  
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND ASSISTANCE. Please Return the Completed Survey by May 31 in the Enclosed 
Self-Addressed Postage-Paid Envelope to: Faith Muturia, Psychology in Education Research Lab, E006 Lagomarcino Hall, Iowa State 
University Ames, IA 50011-3190.   
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Special Education Teacher Retention Survey  
 
The following questions ask you to consider the last year you worked as a special education teacher. Please respond to each question as 
best as you can. 
 
Part A: Please rate how important you think each of the factors below was to you as a special education teacher, and then rate how often 
you experienced each of the factors. Use the following scales: (For each item, circle one rating under importance and one rating 
under frequency) 
 
 
IMPORTANCE           FREQUENCY 
1- Not at all important            1- Never   
2- Not important           2- Seldom 
3- Somewhat important           3- Some of the time  
4- Important            4- Most of the time  
5- Very important           5- All of the time 
 
 
IMPORTANCE Parent Interaction Factors FREQUENCY 
1 2 3 4 5   Parents had high expectations for their children with disabilities 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I was able to collaborate with parents of children with disabilities 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I received support from parents of children with disabilities 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I could talk openly, honestly with parents of children with disabilities 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
IMPORTANCE School Support FREQUENCY 
1 2 3 4 5   I got support from special education supervisors 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I received recognition from the building principal 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I was able to collaborate with general education teachers 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I obtained adequate supervision from special education supervisors 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I was able to collaborate with fellow special education teachers 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I got support from the building principal 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I got support from the AEA team 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   I received recognition from special education supervisors 1 2 3 4 5 
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Please rate how important you think each of the factors below was to you as a special education teacher, and then rate how often you 
experienced each of the factors. Use the following scales: (For each item, circle one rating under importance and one rating under 
frequency) 
 
 
IMPORTANCE           FREQUENCY 
1- Not at all important            1- Never   
2- Not important            2- Seldom 
3- Somewhat important            3- Some of the time  
4- Important             4- Most of the time  
5- Very important             5- All of the time 
 
IMPORTANCE Teacher Expectations FREQUENCY 
1 2 3 4 5   Adequate equipment and materials for teaching were available 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   There were clear guidelines regarding job responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   There was a well formulated school policy on special education 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   My job let me use my skills and abilities fully 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   Adequate mentoring was provided to new special education teachers 1 2 3 4 5 
           
 
IMPORTANCE Job Responsibilities FREQUENCY 
1 2 3 4 5   Routine duties were reasonable (problem solving teams, department 
meetings…) 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   Teachers participated in making important educational decisions 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   Routine paperwork was reasonable (IEPs, progress monitoring…) 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   The number of  students on my caseload was reasonable 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   Opportunities to attend professional development meetings were available 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
IMPORTANCE Commitment FREQUENCY 
1 2 3 4 5   Teaching special education provided me with challenges  1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   My desire was that children with disabilities reach their highest potential 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5   My desire was to work with children with disabilities 1 2 3 4 5 
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Part B: The next set of questions concern your feelings about your job. Please indicate how often you experienced the feelings below 
during the last year you worked as a special education teacher. Use the following rating scale. (circle response) 
 
 Once a 
year 
A few times 
a year 
Once a 
month 
A few times a 
month 
Once a 
week 
A few times 
a week 
Everyday 
I felt emotionally drained from my work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I felt satisfied with the opportunity to 
accomplish something worthwhile 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I felt used up at the end of the workday 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I looked forward to going to the work in the 
morning  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I felt strained from working with people all 
day  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I felt satisfied with my job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I felt satisfied with the opportunity to 
develop my skills and abilities 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I felt burned out from my work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I felt satisfied with the amount of income I 
received 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Part C: This set of questions is related to your motivation for joining the profession, your teaching experience, as well as your overall 
work satisfaction. 
 
1. Did the following factors influence your decision to teach special education? (please check yes or no) 
a) Personal decision ……………………………………. □ Yes  □ No  
b) Better salary …………………………………………. □ Yes   □ No   
c) Only opening available ……………………………… □ Yes  □ No   
d) Prior experience with persons having disabilities …… □ Yes   □ No  
e) Encouragement from others to teach ………………... □ Yes   □ No  
f) Having family members in education ……………….. □ Yes   □ No  
g) The challenge of teaching students with disabilities ...  □ Yes   □ No 
h) Having a family member with a disability .................. □ Yes   □ No 
i) Other (please specify) ___________________________________________ 
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2. How many years have you taught? _____________________________________Years 
 
 
3. How many years did you teach special education? _________________________Years 
 
 
4. Overall, how satisfied were you with teaching special education? (please check one) 
_______a) Very satisfied   
_______b) Somewhat satisfied   
_______c) Somewhat dissatisfied    
_______d) Very dissatisfied 
 
 
5. How many students were on your caseload?  _________________________________ 
 
 
 
6. Please comment below on why you transferred from teaching in special education to teaching in general education:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. My current employment status is: (please check one)  
□ Special education teacher 
□ General education teacher 
□ Working in special education administration or other capacity 
□ Working in general education administration or other capacity 
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Part D: The final set of questions concerns your personal and professional characteristics. (Please check one) 
 
1. What is your gender? 
□ Male     
□ Female   
 
 
2. What is your current marital status? 
□ Single      
□ Married     
□ Divorced   
□ Separated     
□ Widowed    
 
 
3. What is your ethnic background? 
□ Caucasian      
□ African American/Black  
□ Hispanic/Latino  
□ Asian   
□ Native American    
□ Other (please specify) _________________   
 
4. What is the highest degree you have obtained? 
□ Bachelors      
□ Masters    
□ Doctorate     
□ Other (please specify) _________________ 
 
 
5. What was your teaching level during the last year you worked 
as a special education teacher? 
□ Pre-K      
□ Elementary School    
□ Middle School/Junior High   
□ High School     
□ Other (please specify) __________________  
  
  
6. What was your special education endorsement status? 
□ Fully endorsed for position    
□ Had a conditional license 
□ Had an emergency license 
 
 
 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND ASSISTANCE.  Please Return the Completed Survey by May 31 in the Enclosed 
Self-Addressed Postage-Paid Envelope to: Faith Muturia, Psychology In Education Research Lab, E006 Lagomarcino Hall, Iowa State 
University, Ames, IA 50011-3190. 
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June10th, 2006 
 
A few days ago a survey seeking your perceptions about your career as a current or former 
special education teacher was mailed to you. 
 
If you have already completed and returned the survey, please accept our sincere thanks. If 
not, please do so today. We are grateful for your help in this research study. Your participation 
will help us better understand the factors that influence the career decisions of Iowa’s special 
education professionals. 
  
If you did not receive a survey, or if it was misplaced, please contact us at (515) 294-9191 or 
via email at fnn@iastate.edu and we will send another one in the mail to you today. 
 
 
Faith Muturia, Research Assistant Dr Gary Phye, Director 
Psychology in Education Research Lab Psychology in Education Research Lab 
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